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This thesis explores the so-called Apology of Aristides as it  can be found within 
Barlaam and Ioasaph (henceforth B&I). Scholars have started from the hypothesis 
(when comparing the Greek B&I version to the Syriac version) that  the redactor of B&I 
has removed details from within the Apology. Although this has a prima facie 
probability, no scholar has addressed whether this one hundred year old hypothesis 
holds any truth: a truth which I will unravel. In order to understand a text within a 
framing text, one needs to get a clear idea of the latter, especially its textual form and its 
core ideas. This allows an insight into the relationship between the two entities. I ask 
which elements of the Apology entered B&I and have been seen as fitting this 
framework, which of the linguistic entities and theological ideas are consistent with 
both the time and content of B&I, and how the Apology reads as part of the overall 
narrative of the B&I. I explore the role played by this ‘added’ text in B&I, and why the 
author or redactor may have chosen to use it. Furthermore, is this text the only fragment 
that was added to B&I? Once the ‘text’ of the Apology is understood in its frame, I 
argue, can we examine how that frame may have impacted on the interpretation of the 
Apology, and whether and to what extent it  may  have impacted on the text itself. This 
answer to the latter question may  already have been suggested when looking at how the 
linguistic entities fit the B&I frame. Finally, I compare the Apology of the B&I with the 
older Greek papyri of the Apology. A study such as mine has never been accomplished, 
and yet such a study proves essential in understanding the Greek version of the Apology, 
as it appears in B&I, and how this new information relates to the other versions of the 
Apology. What we discover is that the redactor has not changed much of the B&I 




The Greek text of Aristides’ Apology (henceforth Apology) suffers from a fundamental 
problem in terms of its integrity. While Christian tradition situates the composition of 
this work in the second century, it is not attested by an extant Greek version that can be 
ascribed in its entirety to the second century  text.1  Although most scholars and 
textbooks portray and discuss the Apology as if it were a second century text, even the 
oldest known Christian Apology,2 it soon became clear that if the text does date back to 
the second century, it must have been reworked subsequently. 
 This is very evident from the inclusion of ‘creedal statements’ about Jesus and 
the Virgin Mary in the fifteenth chapter of the Apology,3  but in addition to that, 
language and statements from the fourteenth to the seventeenth chapters of the Apology, 
when checked against what may have been an ‘original’ part of the Apology and what 
7
1 M. Alexandre, ‘Apologétique’  (1998): 3; R. Volk, ‘Symeon Metaphrastes’ (1996): 84; B. Pouderon and 
M.-J.  Pierre, Apologie (2003): 77-106; C. Vona, L’Apologia (1950): 25-68; W. Den Boer, ‘Hermeneutic 
problems’ (1947): 150-67; E. J. Goodspeed, Early Christian Literature (1942): 137; I. P. Bock, ‘Aristides 
et auctoris Epistolae ad Diognetum’ (1931): 1-16; J. de Zwaan, ‘Apology’ (1925): 112-4; J.  Kaspar, 
‘Aristides’ (1913): 25-54; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): xxxiii-xliii; G. Bareille, ‘Aristide’ (1903): 
1866; J. A. Robinson, ‘Apology’  (1896): 25-51; P. Pape, Aristides (1894): 11-2,  15-6; R. Seeberg, 
Aristides (1894): 12-3; A. Harnack, Geschichte (1893): 97; E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 
67-9; L. Lemme, Apologie (1893): 336-40; M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 6, 26, 34-8, 46-7; J. R. Harris 
and J. A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 35-64, 82-99; H.  Doulcet,  ‘L’Épitre a Diognète’ (1880): 
602-11; F. von Himpel, ‘Das Fragment der Apologie’ (1880): 109-27.
2  For example F. von Himpel, ‘Das Fragment der Apologie’ (1880): 127 states: ‘Nothing opposes [the 
idea that] it has been written by a Christian philosopher of the second century, that would have mingled 
with Platonic ideas of a Johannine mind’. First,  the article implies the Apology has a connection to the 
Gospel of Luke which is unlikely, as we will discuss later in chapter 2.D.iii of this study. Second, the 
author of the Apology cannot have had ‘a Johannine mind’ because within the Apology there is no Logos 
theology (see chapter 2.D.ii of this study). Third, contained within the Apology is fourth century theology 
which needs to be examined further to assess whether any of the current Apology contents does originate 
from the second century.
3 Because of the creed and contents of the Apology we know the Apology has been redacted sometime 
after the second century: but how much later? By drawing a similarity between the Apology and other 
second century texts we could say whether, or not,  the Apology contents has been reworked. However this 
is on the basis that we know the other second century texts have not also been later redacted. See R. 
Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 3, 24; R. Seeberg, ‘Die Apologie’ (1891): 942-3 who thinks the theology of the 
Greek B&I version has had the most reworking.  For a further discussion on the creeds see J.N.D. Kelly, 
Early Christian Creeds (1950): 76; P. Pape, Aristides (1894):10; L. Lemme, Apologie (1893): 333-4.
has been redacted later (in particular in the fourth century), often point to later 
redactional work.4 
 It was then at the outset my concern to answer the research question: ‘To what 
extent does the language and content of the Greek B&I version of the Apology suggest a 
later, probably  fourth century, redaction of the text?’5  In order to do this it  was 
necessary  to travel a long road into secondary  literature. This enabled me to discover the 
importance of the frame from which the Greek text of the Apology has been extracted 
by Patristic scholars, namely the eleventh century novel entitled Barlaam and Ioasaph 
(B&I).6 I soon realised that the question for this study should rather be: ‘With a specific 
focus on chapters 14 to 17 of the Apology,7  to what extent do the language and content 
of B&I impact the language and content of the Apology?’8  When the reception history 
of a text is taken into account, it changes the nature of how the text is viewed. 
Therefore, the Apology as it appears in B&I must be viewed not simply as a second 
century text, but as a text as it had been received by the eleventh century. 
8
4 R. van den Broek, ‘Eugnostos and Aristides’ (1988): 204 thinks the creed in chapter 2 of the Apology 
has its closest parallels to the Eastern creeds which are no earlier than 360 A.D.. It is difficult to ascertain 
what the ‘original’ text looked like. See J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 34-96 for a discussion on this.
 R. Seeberg,  Aristides (1894): 13-7 is the only scholar who looks at other fourth century 
theologians (such as Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory Nazianzenus, John Chrysostom and Cyril of Jerusalem) 
and compares similar theology, language and structure to the Apology. I concur with Seeberg’s findings: 
when I first analysed the Apology I undertook a similar study. Concentrating on Chapters 14 to 17 of the 
Greek, I discovered some parallels between these fourth century theologians and the Apology.
 M. Tarchnišvili, ‘Les Deux Recensions’ (1958): 66 thinks the Apology was already lost by the 
fifth century. This is true for the Greek version of the Apology but we could say the Apology was lost 
earlier as Eusebius does not have a copy of it (A. N. Modona, ‘Aristide’ [1922]: 318). Further, 
Tarchnišvili does not qualify what he meant by it being ‘lost’: was it no longer in wider circulation and 
reduced to private libraries, or was it lost (and therefore unknown) until it was discovered by the redactor 
of B&I?
5 As important as this research was (and is), what I soon discovered is that I have first missed a step in 
research before such findings can be published. This step is what one part of this study hopes to achieve: 
how the novel of B&I impacts the text of the Apology. Once we have understood how B&I has affected 
the Greek version of the Apology, only then are we be able to ask what other parts of the Apology have 
been redacted. Consider this study as the first layer of trying to unmask the Greek version of the Apology, 
of trying to disseminate the Apology away from B&I.
6 The Apology of Aristides has seventeen chapters. B&I has forty chapters. All seventeen chapters of the 
Apology appears as one chapter in B&I: chapter 27.
 Footnote 39 discusses the secondary sources which we have available: the reader will discover 
that there is very little.
7 Specific focus needs to be placed upon these chapters because they contain what are to be considered as 
the more ‘Christological’ parts of the Apology: these parts have the greater potential to reveal information 
regarding the redactor of B&I’s language, and we are able to compare this to the Apology’s language.
8  R. Raabe, ‘Die Apologie’ (1892): 32-3 is the only other scholar to look at the Greek version of the 
Apology as part of B&I. However his comparison is only two pages long, and he does not look at the 
implications this has on either B&I or the Apology. This sums up the majority of scholarship: they use the 
Greek version of the Apology, as found in B&I, but do not discuss in any depth the implication this has on 
either text.
 A number of approaches have been taken by scholars in studying the Apology 
with the earliest ones to attempt to recreate the ‘original’ version. Scholars who have 
worked in the field of Aristides can write about the ‘original text’ with no substantiation 
of what is meant by ‘original’; was it the text which Aristides wrote, or a text which 
derives from B&I? Robert  Volk,9 discusses which manuscripts of B&I are the closest to 
the ‘original’ version of the text produced by  the redactor of B&I and calls, as we will 
later see in more detail, some manuscripts ‘Urtext’. Although these manuscripts seem to 
be the most reliable ones, there are, nevertheless, further scribal errors (purposeful or 
accidental) which come into play. To speak of the ‘original’ version of the Apology is, 
therefore, impossible while the question of who authored these redacted versions of the 
Apology has not been resolved. Therefore to search for Aristides' ‘original text’ would 
be to simplify the complexity of the history of the text unsatisfactorily.
 I must agree with the latest editors of the text, B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre,10 
who conclude that it is impossible to restore the original text of the Apology, although 
taking this approach wholeheartedly would limit conclusions which we can draw from 
the Apology: for example, the ability to ascertain the extent to which the redactor of 
B&I has influenced the Greek version of the Apology.
 Early studies searched for the ‘Urtext’. Geffcken11  reproduced what he thought 
the ‘original’ Greek version of the Apology would have looked like: he accomplished 
this through comparing similarities between the different versions of the Apology, 
concluding that such similarities must indicate a common source, that of the ‘original’ 
Greek version.12  However, scholars remained sceptical and opined that this ‘original’ 
Greek version of the Apology ‘must be regarded with some suspicion’.13 
 The Apology is preserved in two different recensions, a short one, documented 
by the Armenian tradition, and a long one, preserved by the Greek witnesses (Fragments 
and B&I) and the Syriac. The short Armenian version derives from an Armenian 
manuscript that is dated to the year 981 A.D. (which contains only the first two chapters 
9
9 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006).
10 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 156.
11 J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907).
12 ‘The original Greek of the Apology was thought to have been lost by the time of St. Jerome, though it 
was preserved in the Sinai Syriac text as well as in the Armenian and Greek fragments which came to 
light at various times.’ (D. M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar [1957]: 58).
13 F.C. Conybeare, ‘The Barlaam and Josaphat Legend’ (1896): 139.
of the Apology) and three apographa of it.14 The longer recension is supported by three 
fourth century  Greek fragments,15 and an eleventh century  Greek version which appears 
in the B&I novel,16  and by  an even longer version17  in a seventh century Syriac 
manuscript.18 
 While Geffcken, and others, thought it possible to draw out the ‘original’ Greek 
text from a comparison of the surviving versions of the Apology, the present study  is 
more cautious, focussing on the discrepancies and parallels among the various 
sources,19  and comparing side-by-side the different versions of the Apology (Greek 
fragments, Syriac, Armenian, Greek B&I as well as the later Latin version as contained 
in the Latin translation of B&I).  Placing these versions of the Apology in chronological 
order enables us to understand the differences and similarities among them, and gives 
an idea of how the Apology may have been reworked over time. One reason why, to 
date, no such side-by-side comparison has been made is that each version of the 
Apology has been treated as a discrete unit. In this thesis, as a guiding working principle 
when dealing with one version of the Apology, we always acknowledge the similarities 
and differences (as well as absences) in the other versions.20
10
14  Contained in Cod. Erevan, Matenadaran 2679, fol. 154v-155v.  On this and the apographa see chapter 
1.B.iii of this study for more information on the Armenian version.
15  The first two fragments P.Oxy. XV 1778 and P.Heidel. inv. G 1013, originate from the same 
manuscript, although they are badly preserved. This manuscript covers (with lacunae) Apology 4.3 - 6.2. 
The third fragment is P.London 223 (olim inv. 2486), covering Apology 15.4 - 16.2. See chapter 1.B.i for 
a further in depth discussion on the Greek fragments.
16 There are a number of manuscripts which contain the B&I novel. The three manuscripts which R. Volk 
places most reliance on are three texts known as ‘Urtext’. These are Athos, Μονὴ ᾿Ιβήρων  462, fol. 1r – 
260v; Kiev, Instytut rukopysu Nacional’noj bibliotehy Ukraïny imeni V. I. Vernads’koho, Fond V – 
Odes’ke tovarystvo istorii ta starožytnostej 3692 (olim Athos, Μεγίστη Λαύρα), fol. 1r – 206v; Athos, 
Μεγίστη Λαύρα K 49 (1336), fol.  1r – 72v and 75r – 284r. See chapter 1.A.i.4.b for a detailed study on the 
B&I manuscripts and the variances within these. A stemma of how the different versions of the Apology 
relate to one another can be found in chapter 1.B.iv of this study.
17  I avoid to speak of a ‘complete’ version, as this would benchmark the Apology against the longest 
extant version. In comparison, the Greek version is two-thirds of the length of the Syriac version of the 
Apology.
18 Codex Sinaiticus syr. S. Catherine. 16. See chapter 1.B.ii of this study for a further discussion on the 
Syriac version of the Apology.
19  See already R. Raabe, ‘Die Apologie’ (1892): 33-62 who discusses the discrepancies between the 
Syriac and Greek.
20  This is what B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre (Apologie [2003]) do regarding textual tradition, and in 
forming a stemma of a text, but conclude that each text is a separate strain of the Apology.  This is evident 
when each text is dealt with separately. Instead, the texts need to be placed synoptically to gain a deeper 
understanding of the language.
 It was not just Geffcken but other critical text scholars who have attempted to 
understand and establish which textual tradition of the Apology has precedence over the 
other versions. They have come to their conclusions through inference: a text that 
contains the most commonality  between the different versions is the text with the least 
signs of redaction. An intense period of discussion concerning the Apology followed the 
discovery  by  James Rendel Harris of the Syriac papyrus in 1889 (Codex Sinaiticus 
16).21  As a result of this finding, the Greek version of the Apology, which had lain 
unsuspected in B&I, was rediscovered. Because the Syriac version of the Apology is 
longer, and therefore considered to be more ‘complete’ than the Greek version, a 
number of scholars tried to determine which was superior.22  They concluded that the 
Syriac was the most reliable witness and, hence, would come closest to what an original 
version of the Apology had looked like. Consequently, a vast amount of research has 
been undertaken into the Syriac version.23  Some consideration has been given to the 
Greek fragments of the text,24  and to the Armenian version;25  however, there has been 
less specific discussion on the Greek B&I version of the Apology.26
 After the discovery of the Syriac text, and the assertion of the superiority of the 
Syriac version, little attention was paid to the Apology in the twentieth century. More 
11
21 J. R. Harris and J. A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891).
22 See the discussion below on the Apology’s stemma, and the claim the Syriac is more ‘complete’ than 
the Greek version.
23  The Syriac version was first published, with a discussion on their findings, by J.R. Harris and J.A. 
Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891). Subsequent scholars who have studied the Syriac version of the 
Apology include C. Vona, L’Apologia (1950); J. Geffcken,  Apologeten (1907); R. Raabe, ‘Die 
Apologie’ (1892); J. Schönfelder, ‘Die Apologie des Aristides’ (1892): 531-57.
 The plausibility of the Syriac solution does not preclude research into the B&I version, but the 
results of that research do not call into question the precedence of the Syriac version.
24 See D. Hagedorn, ‘Ein neues Fragment zu P.Oxy. XV 1778’  (2000): 40-4; H.J.M. Milne,  ‘Apology of 
Aristides’ (1924): 73; B. P. Grenfell and A.S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri (1922): 1-6. See also C. 
Alpigiano, ‘L’Apologia di Aristide’ (1986): 332-57; A. D’Alès, ‘L’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1924): 354-9; G. 
Krüger, ‘Aristides Apologie 15,6-16, 12’ (1924): 47-8; A.N. Modona, ‘Aristide’ (1922): 317-27.
25  See O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte, Erster Band (1902); F.C. Conybeare, ‘The Barlaam and Josaphat 
Legend’ (1896): 101-42; P. Pape, Aristides (1894); F. von Himpel, ‘Das Fragment der Apologie’  (1880): 
109-27; L. Gautier,  ‘Un fragment de l’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1879): 78-82; F. Sasse, ‘Ein in armenischer 
Übersetzung’  (1879): 612-8. A study on the Armenian version of the Apology is being undertaken by 
Donna Risk, a fellow PhD student. She analyses all extant Armenian manuscripts,  will produce a critical 
edition, and writes a study on the reception of the Apology in Armenia. The presumably oldest manuscript 
that dates from 981 A.D. and one has to ask what its source was. In the past, scholars have suggested that 
the Armenian version has been translated in the fifth century from Greek (see above), although the 
problem of such a statement is the lack of a comparable Greek text from the fifth century, as the one that 
we have dates from much later.
26  Not one scholar has concentrated on the Greek B&I version of the Apology: scholars have only 
mentioned it in discussion with the other versions of the Apology.
recently, the main contributors to the discussion have been Bernard Pouderon and 
Marie-Joseph Pierre,27 who in 2003 published a critical edition of the text.28 This edition 
brings together the opinions of previous scholars on the Apology, but  adds little that had 
not already been brought to our attention in those earlier studies.29  Pouderon and Pierre 
produce a stemma of the Apology. However, despite claiming to have had access to 
Volk’s critical edition of B&I,30  they do not include all the manuscripts used by Volk.31 
In this regard, the new ‘critical edition’ of the Apology does not go beyond previous 
editions of the text.32  Let me expound this criticism a little further. The exclusion of a 
number of manuscripts from Pouderon and Pierre’s critical edition of the Greek B&I 
version of the Apology leaves us to conclude that we cannot rely  on that edition for a 
full analysis, but instead need use Volk’s critical edition of B&I, which provides a fuller 
depiction of manuscript variances. 
 Thus far, we have seen how scholars have tried to come to terms with the 
complex sources from which they  extracted and divined an ‘original’ Apology. In 
contrast, the latest edition of Pouderon and Pierre has given up the attempt to harmonise 
the sources, to discuss and display them one after the other. Other scholars have 
searched for similarities between the Apology and other first and second century texts, 
12
27 In collaboration with B. Outtier and M. Guiorgadze.
28 The Greek B&I version of the Apology is based on R. Volk’s critical edition of B&I which gives priority 
to manuscripts Athos Iviron 462 and Kiev V 3692.
29 Until 1955 when David Marshall Lang started to discuss Georgian scholarship opinion,  there had been 
a language barrier between Georgian scholars and other European scholars because of the lack of interest 
in specialist literature. See E.  Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 207. Other than Lang, M. Brière 
‘Lettres georgiennes chretiennes’ (1957): 75-98 was the only other scholar who discussed Georgian 
scholarship. Here, Brière gave a summary of Kekelidze’s important work on the Georgian version of B&I.
30  B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Aristide Apologie (2003): 123, 128-30. B. Pouderon and M.-J.  Pierre’s 
critical edition was published three years before Volk’s critical edition of B&I, see R. Volk, Barlaam et 
Ioasaph (2006) and (2009). Volk published the critical edition of the B&I in 2006 (Volume 2) and three 
years later released his comments and study on the novel which included a full list of the manuscripts 
(Volume 1).
31 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre refer to eleven manuscripts which contain B&I in their critical edition of 
the Apology. R. Volk however uses twenty-five manuscripts in his critical edition of chapter 27 of B&I, 
the Apology chapter. I am aware that not all manuscripts have to be used when trying to reconstruct a 
critical edition of a text, however Pouderon and Pierre do not include the third ‘Urtext’ text (Athos, 
Μεγίστη Λαύρα K 49 [1336]) which is, according to Volk, the group of texts which contain the fewest 
corruptions and is the closest to the ‘Archetypal’ text (see chapter 1.A.i.3.b of this study). It is 
asstonishing to myself that you would not want to use a manuscript such as this which is meant to contain 
the fewest corruptions.
32  Such as C. Alpigiano, Aristide di Atene (1988); K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen’  (1986): 163-88; J. 
Geffcken, Apologeten (1907); R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894); E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 
42-126; M. Picard, L’apologie (1892); J.R.  Harris and J.A. Robinson,  Apology of Aristides (1891). These 
editions only use a selected number of B&I manuscripts available to the scholars. R. Volk was the first to 
publish all the B&I manuscripts that we know of.
in order to find a supportive context for their suggested text of the Apology.33  In each 
case, we can see the extent to which Aristidian scholarship has firmly fixed and located 
the Apology in the second century.
 Scholars have approached the Greek B&I version of the Apology in a number of 
ways. They have extracted the Apology from chapter 27 of B&I34  and treated it as a 
separate entity, assumed to have been inserted without alterations into B&I by  its 
redactor. Alternatively, scholars have approached the Apology as part  of a wider study 
on B&I. That is to say, they have discussed all the sections of B&I, including the 
Apology, without undertaking a full study of the Apology as part of B&I.35  Let  us 
examine these two approaches in more detail.
 Internally, the Apology (in particular chapters 14 to 17) is extremely  complex. 
The first thirteen chapters concern the Chaldeans, Greeks and Egyptians. The ideas 
within these chapters are comparable to texts such as Pseudo-Justin’s Cohortatio ad 
Graecos;36  however, the content is similar to other first and second century Patristic 
13
33 For a comparison between the Apology and Biblical ideas see F. Chapot, ‘Apologie 4,1 et 15, 1’ (1998): 
201; F. Sasse, ‘Ein in armenischer Übersetzung’ (1879): 618.
 For a comparison between the Apology and Philo,  as well as other Jewish Apologetics, see J. 
Kaspar, ‘Aristides’ (1913): 4-5; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): xxiv-xxxiii.
 For a comparison between the Apology and Didache see B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre,  Apologie 
(2003): 77-106; C.  Vona, L’Apologia (1950): 41; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): xxiv; J. R. Harris and J. 
A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 84-6.
 For a comparison between the Apology and The Preaching of Peter see B. Pouderon and M.-J. 
Pierre, Apologie (2003): 78-9; J.R.  Harris, ‘Celsus’ (1921-2): 164. Harris suggests the Apology depends 
on The Preaching of Peter as its source. See also J.A. Robinson, ‘Apology’ (1896): 25-51; E. Hennecke, 
‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 65-6; J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 86-99.
 For a comparison between the Apology and Epistle to Diognetus see B. Pouderon and M.-J. 
Pierre, Apologie (2003): 80-1; C. Vona,  L’Apologia (1950): 29. Vona compares similar doctrine located in 
the Apology and Epistle to Diognetus.  See also H. Doulcet, ‘L’Épitre a Diognète’ (1880): 606-11 who 
judges the similarities between the Apology and the Epistle are noticeable in the Armenian text.
 For a comparison between the Apology and Justin’s Apology see H. Doulcet, ‘L’Épitre a 
Diognète’  (1880): 604 who thinks Aristides is an imitation of Justin. See also C. Vona, L’Apologia (1950): 
42; G. Bareille, ‘Aristide’ (1903): 1864; O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte, Erster Band (1902): 195-7; A. 
Hilgenfield,  ‘Zu der Apologie des Aristides’ (1893): 103-5; R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 12-3; E. Egli, 
‘Apologie des Aristides’ (1893): 99-103.
 Harris thinks that Celsus knew the Apology and wrote against it: in particular the chapters of the 
Apology which contain the Christian creed. J.  R. Harris, ‘Celsus’  (1921-2): 169-74; J.  R. Harris and J. A. 
Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 19-23. See also B.  Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 
81-2.
34 Scholars have done this when consulting other versions of the Apology.
35 The only in depth study which has been undertaken is by Franz Dölger (Barlaam-Roman [1953]) who, 
in trying to assert John of Damascus as author, located a number of passages which the redactor of B&I 
draws upon. It will soon become evident that the redactor of B&I uses a number of Church Fathers, as 
well as Biblical quotes, throughout B&I and it is not just John of Damascus and the Apology that are 
inserted into the novel.
36  See C. Riedweg,  ‘A Christian Middle-Platonic Document’ (1993): 177-83 who discusses some of the 
Platonic theology contained within the Cohortatio ad Graecos: the contents and theology reflect the first 
two chapters of the Apology.
texts.37  Because chapters 14 to 17 of the Apology deal with dogmatically impregnated 
topics (Jewish and Christian), the language is to some extent not comparable to that of 
earlier chapters. It is these dogmatic statements in chapters 14 to 17 that appear to have 
been constantly  reworked and revised by subsequent generations of readers and scribes 
of the Apology.38
 The four chapters on the Jews and Christians (chapters 14 to 17 of the Apology) 
stand out compared to the first thirteen chapters with regard to terminology  in context, 
the forms used and the content expressed. Within them, as noted, we find ideas and 
language that  seem alien to a second century text, as well as parallels that cannot be 
drawn anywhere else until the time of the publication of B&I, as will be shown, in the 
eleventh century. Yet, if we compare the reception of a number of texts in Judaism and 
early Christianity, it is not strange to find an Apology (which according to Eusebius and 
Jerome was written by  Aristides in the second century, and delivered to either emperor 
Hadrian or Antoninus Pius)39 that had diverse use and had undergone a complex history 
of reception, both textually and in terms of theological language and content. The 
Apology has clearly  undergone substantial changes and re-writings, and the different 
versions are often in stark disagreement with regard to the text and its overall structure. 
It is striking that past scholarship first tried to reconstruct what was hoped to be the 
‘original’ text of this Apology, while later it seemed to abandon any such hope.40  So, in 
the latest edition we face the different versions set apart from each other without any 
14
37 As we have previously discussed.
38  Such a span of this millennium would provide a fruitless discourse in trying to date the text. It does 
show us however that there were Apologies (I would be somewhat reserved in calling the Apology of 
Aristides, an Apology as it does not defend the Christian faith here,  but merely slander polytheistic gods, 
reducing them to mere men and women who are adulterers and thieves) which circulated in Christian 
circles. These Apologies must have had a precise and well used argument against polytheistic religions. 
These arguments were so well known that scribes or readers felt no need to change the content nor 
approach of the Apology when it discusses polytheism.
39  See Eusebius, Church History 4.3.3, Chronicle ad annum 124-5; Jerome, Illustrious Men 20, Epistle 
70.4 Ad Magnum; Roman Martyrology 31 August; Martyrology of Ado of Vienne 3 October. 
 See also J.K.T. von Otto, Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum (1872): 344. Otto also notes that 
there are alternative dates for Aristides: in his Martyrologio (produced in 860 A.D.), the Vienna 
archbishop attributed Aristides to the 5th October. This is the same date is given in Usuardus, San-
Germanensis monachus in Martrologio: produced between 869 and 877 A.D.. For Barlaam and Ioasaph 
the Roman Catholic Church set their date on 27th November. The Greek church however commemorates 
Ioasaph on August 26th and the Russian Orthodox Church remembers Barlaam and Ioasaph and Abenner 
on November 19th.
40  B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre do not expound upon the reasons why they treat each version of the 
Apology as a separate text (Aristides Apologie [2003]: 32). The closest that the French scholars get in 
trying to understand the ‘original’  is through trying to assert the superiority of the Syriac by comparing 
this version to the Armenian, Greek fragments and Greek B&I version (see ibid 133-56). 
attempt to harmonise them, and yet, paradoxically, read the editors’ claim that they see 
in what is no longer a text the work of a second century Christian Apologist. 
   As we have seen above with Eusebius of Caesarea, there is a strong tendency 
among scholars to seek to place this text as early  as possible, and to give it  additional 
weight and importance. However, we will need to assess the external evidence to see 
whether the sources we have support the early  dating of a text that is no longer 
preserved in its original form.41  If we follow the latest critical edition, it exists only  in 
the diverging forms in which it was received, which show clear traces of substantial 
later redaction.
 Turning to the second method that  scholars have taken in analysing the Apology, 
we find that secondary  literature regarding B&I is concerned almost exclusively with 
the progeny of the B&I text. Some scholarly discussion42  on the content of B&I  does 
occur, with a small number of these studies including a section on the Apology; but 
there is little consideration on the importance of the Apology within B&I. The Greek 
version of the novel was a catalyst that resulted in the novel being translated into a 
number of European languages; however, this has stimulated very little in the way  of 
scholarly study. For example, no scholar has looked at how the text of the Apology in 
B&I has changed over the numerous translations and editions.43  Neither the impact  of 
the Apology on B&I, nor the impact of B&I on the Apology, has been discussed in any 
depth.44 It is not just a discussion on the relationship between B&I and the Apology that 
is needed, but also an insight into the text of the Apology, in order to see the linguistic 
changes it has undergone over time. Only after understanding how the Apology had 
been redacted when it was placed into B&I can we delve into a reflection on whether 
language and content echo a second century context, or whether the ‘multilayeredness’ 
15
41 S. Schoenbaum, ‘Internal Evidence’ (1966): 189 states: ‘external evidence can and often does provide 
incontestable proof; internal evidence can only support hypotheses or corroborate external evidence.’ This 
approach is dangerous as taking external evidence alone we must conclude the Apology was written by 
Aristides in the second century. When we take the internal evidence,  we learn that where this text may 
originate from the second century,  the theology and language suggests at least one redaction in the fourth 
century, with the possibility of other copyists and redactors who have changed the Apology text. 
42  See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009); G.R. Woodward and H. Mattingly,  Barlaam and Ioasaph 
(1967).
43 Furthermore, no detailed research has been undertaken as to how the different translations, which stem 
from the Latin version of B&I, differ to the other versions of B&I.
44 Volk and Pouderon both acknowledge that there is some similarity between chapter 7 of B&I and the 
Apology chapter. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 122; B. Pouderon,  ‘d’Apol. 14.2 Ba’  (2001): 
76-86.
of the Apology is so evident that the redactional process will not lead us back to a 
second century stage.
 The Apology of Aristides is an important and complex piece of literature, which 
has thus far been considerably  understudied. It is difficult  to understand why there has 
been little study on the nature and diverse textual traditions of the Apology, given that it 
is considered to be the first ever Christian Apology.45  While Aristidian specialists have 
been unwilling or lacked confidence to study the Apology in B&I,46  B&I scholars have 
been uncertain how to deal with the Apology and have not devoted much time to 
exploring the issues of its insertion in the novel.47 Neither group  of scholars has dared to 
cross into the territory  of the other, to look at how the Apology impacts B&I and how 
B&I impacts the Apology.
 The first aim of this study is to analyse how much the Apology has been changed 
by the redactor of B&I. To do so, it is necessary to scrutinise the extent to which the 
redactor of B&I has been influenced by either the content or the language of the 
Apology, borrowing directly or indirectly  from the Apology, and placing it into B&I. 
Even the three fragments of Greek papyri, as we will soon discover, may have 
undergone regional changes, and might be more ‘culturally strained’ than the Apology 
as found in B&I, so that tracing an ‘original’ text is highly problematic. The fragments 
derive from Oxyrhynchus48 in Egypt, while the Greek B&I version, as attested by some 
of the early manuscripts, points to Mount Athos in Greece. If the Syriac and Armenian 
versions of the Apology are correct in stating that the author Aristides was a philosopher 
of Athens, then we may assume that the Apology was originally  written in Greek and 
that both the papyri and the Greek B&I version may reflect at least some of the original 
text. And yet, as our study will show, despite the language basis, the geographical and 
historical reception process had an enormous impact on the text, which is one reason 
16
45 M. Alexandre, ‘Apologétique’  (1998): 4; J. Pépin ‘Aristide d’Athènes’ (1989): 367; A. Wartelle,  ‘Sur le 
vocabulaire’  (1989): 40; J. Kaspar,  ‘Aristides’ (1913): 5, 25; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 39; K.-G. 
Essig, ‘Erwägungen’ (1986): 171; A. Harnack, ‘Die Überlieferung der griechischen Apologeten’  (1883): 
102.
46  It is impossible to understand why Aristidian scholars have failed to accomplish this. It is 
understandable that because B&I is composed 850 years after the Apology,  Patristic scholars may feel 
uncomfortable in looking at the Apology in a different time period, however it is vital to go outside this 
‘comfort zone’ to be able to understand the textual relation between the Apology and B&I.
47  This is especially evident when the redactor of B&I,  as we will soon discover, inserts a variety of 
Church Fathers into the B&I novel. 
48 We include here P. London. See H.J.M. Milne, ‘A New Fragment of the Apology of Aristides’ (1924): 
73-7 who explores why it is thought that this manuscript originated from Oxyrhynchus.
why a number of scholars have trusted the translation more than the Greek text. Against 
this background, and based on what we have learnt from the study of the relationship 
between the Apology in B&I and B&I as a whole, the second aim of this study is to 
analyse the Greek text of the Apology in comparison with the Greek papyri. Can we find 
further redacted elements in either version? I hope that this will be the groundwork for 
future study on the Apology for others to either disseminate more widely  the theological 
morphology  of the Apology text, or to understand further how the Latin and later 
versions change the B&I version of the Apology.49
17
49  It would be of similar importance to the field of Aristides to concentrate further on the internal 
evidence.  I am limited to time within this study to explore such avenues, and it is something which needs 
to be researched into, with the same methods which I have employed: to constantly be aware of the 
external sources, as well as other textual traditions, always thinking about the bigger picture. Greater gaps 
are evident in the external evidence which is why this study takes precedence over this alternative study 
of the internal evidence.
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Chapter 1: Aristides’ Apology in the Novel Barlaam and Ioasaph
A) The Novel Barlaam and Ioasaph
The second century Apology of Aristides, in its Greek version, appears in extensive form 
for the first time in the mediaeval novel of B&I. Initially, this may not be a surprise, 
because if it  were a popular Apology  then such a text might have been read and used, 
redacted, even placed into other contexts, or used within another text. However, it 
becomes surprising when we learn that this is one of very few manuscript traditions of 
the Apology.  We also have one complete Syriac manuscript, some Greek fragments, 
and the first two chapters, which appear in an Armenian anthology; all of these are 
earlier than the Greek B&I version.  There is no early  Latin, Coptic or other translation. 
The question that must be addressed is: ‘Why does the Apology suddenly appear in a 
Byzantine novel?’ To answer that question, we need to look more closely  at the framing 
novel and explore what it entails, the history of its textual transmission, the way sources 
are dealt with, language, and authorship, in order to understand the role and function of 
the text of the Apology within it. Although one would have been inclined to present the 
content of the novel first, before introducing the reader to more technical details, the 
shifting nature of that content urges us to begin by describing its historical development, 
as this impacted substantially upon it.
i) A ‘Text in Progress’
 Barlaam and Ioasaph is a Greek mediaeval text which, in the form we have 
today, dates from the late tenth or early  eleventh century, but which had gone through a 
number of theological, textual and language transmissions during the preceding 
centuries. A modern reader would consider it to be a Christian text, originating in the 
East. This is mainly  because of the suggestion within the lemma that it has come from 
the ‘inner land of the Ethiopians, called the land of the Indians’, pointing out that 
Christianity  is indeed widespread and that the land of the ‘Indians’ is one of a small 
number that does not accept Christianity  but is inhabited by idolaters. Furthermore the 
text uses developed canonised theology  such as the creed, as well as dogmatic 
statements on the nature of the Trinity, suggesting that it is deeply  rooted in a Christian 
tradition that refers to fourth century theology.
19
 However, B&I was not originally a post-fourth century Christian composition, 
but started off as ‘the life and ministry of Gautama Buddha’, as previous scholarship has 
shown.50  There are numerous features in the life of the Buddha-elect, or the Bodhisattva 
as he is known, that have parallels with B&I; the principle structure51 of the text as well 
as some of the Buddhist teachings are still retained within our Greek version of the 
novel.52 The common elements between the texts include asceticism,53  views on death, 
heaven, good and evil, Saviour, Return of the Messiah, and Destiny.54 There are further 
moral agreements between B&I and the Life of Buddha, as well as a comparison 
between parables.55 It is undeniable that B&I has a ‘Buddhist-Gnostic’ moral, although 
we also notice specific differences: an Orthodox Christian sees matter as bad, because 
of the Fall; a Christian Dualist sees matter as ‘irretrievably bad’; a Buddhist sees matter 
as irrelevant.56
 One might presume that a Christian novel cannot derive from what may  be 
called an ‘atheistic religion’, such as Buddhism;57  although Buddha ‘recognized that 
there exists an eternal being transcending time, space and change, and in the urge to 
forsake the temporal for the eternal, Buddhist and Christian asceticism, in spite of their 
differing theological bases, are often at one’.58  It  is particularly the asceticism of 
20
50  P. Bádenas, ‘la Historia de Barlaam y Josafat’ (1996): 215; E. Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 
194; L.R. Mills, ‘L’histoire de Barlaam et Josaphat’ (1973): 7; D. M. Lang, ‘Oriental Materials’  (1971): 
109; D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): x; H.  Peri, ‘La plus ancienne traduction latine’ (1959): 170; J. 
Sonet, Le roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 58-9; W. Bang, ‘Manichäische Erzähler’ (1931): 7; A. 
D’Alès, ‘L’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1924): 355; N.A. Bees, ‘Geschichtliche Forschungsresultate’  (1922): 
320; E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 4-8; E. Cosquin, ‘La légende’ (1880): 594. Liebrecht was 
one of the first to notice the similarities between the two texts.  See F. Liebrecht,  ‘Die Quellen’ (1860): 
315-30.
 For an English translation see Aśvaghosa,  The Buddhacarita (1972). For summary of the Life of 
Buddha text, see E.A. W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 (1923): xliv-xlviii. For a small 
comparison between the two texts see J.  Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896): xliv-xlvi; E. Cosquin, ‘La 
légende’ (1880): 596.
51 To see how the structure has changed within each translated version of the Life of Buddha (as it made 
its way to the Western Christianised form of B&I), see S. Runciman, Medieval Manichee (1947): 21.
52 See D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): ix.
53  H. Zotenberg,  ‘Notice’  (1887): 48-50 also notices the dominance of ascetic doctrine within B&I. M. 
Picard, L’apologie (1892): 18 agrees with Zotenberg.
54 M.B. Pitts, ‘Legend’ (1981): 9-11; F. Liebrecht, ‘Die Quellen’ (1860): 334.
55 F. Liebrecht, ‘Die Quellen’ (1860): 330-1.
56 See S. Runciman, Medieval Manichee (1947): 186.
57 Yet,  one also has to note that ‘Buddhism’ is a concept constructed in the period of enlightenment which 
obscures the fact that we also know of ‘Buddhist’ traditions which know of God and gods,  as for example, 
some Tibetan Buddhisms.
58 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 17.
Buddha and his teachings that strikes a comparison with B&I.59  It is required of a 
Buddhist monk that he abstain from:





6) meals after midday
7) dancing and gaiety
8) personal adornment
9) comfortable beds
10) the use of money.60
Some Buddhist ethical teaching can be seen as the root of some monastic thought, 
although we must hasten to add, not all monastic thought stems from Buddhist ethics. 
! In addition to this similarity in the asceticism of Buddhism and Christianity,61 
the narrative framework of B&I is remarkably close to that of a Buddhist text.62  There 
are some close parallels between ‘the arguments used by  the Christian hermit in 
converting the king’s son’,63  and the teachings of Buddhist scriptures that are enshrined 
within The Life of Buddha. 
1) The Manichaean Bridge
 The Life of Buddha was not transformed directly into B&I. A number of 
intermediate steps have been noted on the basis of existing manuscript traditions, as will 
be detailed below. In addition, the text moved geographically, from an Indian cultural 
and religious background to a Greek Christian environment, and underwent further 
migration, internal to the text itself.64  At one stage in its transmission the text became 
21
59 No scholarly exploration has occurred into whether this is the reason (that is, the asceticism) why the 
redactor of B&I used this once Buddhist Tale.  The only scholar to discuss the asceticism between B&I 
and Life of Buddha is D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xiv and H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 48-50.
60 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xiv. See also D.M. Lang, ‘Oriental Materials’ (1971): 109.
61 See B&I chapter 4.
62 Aśvaghosa, The Buddhacarita (1972).
63 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 23. See also F. Liebrecht, ‘Die Quellen’ (1860): 330-1.
64 D.M. Lang, Balavariani (1966): 11.
‘Manichaeised’ in Central Asia, when in the third or fourth century A.D., Buddhism and 
Manichaeism came into contact with each other.65 
 From 1902 to 1915, German exploration parties made a series of large scale 
expeditions into Uzbekistan and Tajikistan,66  where they found two fragments of 
Aśvaghoṣa’s Buddha-carita: The Life of Buddha. They also came across ‘a great 
quantity’67  of Manichaean documents and fragments in Soghdian and in Old Turkish. 
The ‘Turkish texts are translations from an Iranian original’.68  Two of these Turkish 
fragments bear similarity to B&I, as well as to its Buddhist predecessor,69  and were 
discovered with Syrian writings that had come from the Manichaeans:70  one textual 
transmission theory suggests that the B&I text has come through a lost intermediary 
Syriac version. This theory is quite plausible, as we will discuss below, especially as the 
Turfan fragments were discovered with other Syrian texts.
  One of the Turkish fragments contains one of the four omens in which the 
Bodhisattva prince forsakes the world.71  The other contains an anecdote relating how a 
prince becomes so intoxicated he falls into an open grave and mistakes a corpse for a 
desirable woman. After attempting sexual intercourse, and falling asleep, he later wakes 
to find himself embracing the corpse and is horrified at his own depravity.72  Although 
this anecdote is omitted from our Christian recensions, it  nevertheless illustrates the 
22
65  S.N.C. Lieu, Manichaeism (1985): 175-84; D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xv.  Manichaeism is in 
China by the seventh century. See S.N.C. Lieu, Manichaeism (1985): 183.
66 K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 18.
67 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 26.
68 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 27.
69  Discovered and published by A. von Le Coq, ‘Ein manichäisches Manuskriptfragment’  (1909): 
1202-18.  For an English translation of the fragments, see P. Almond, ‘The Buddha of 
Christendom’ (1987): 404-5. Bang provides the text with emendations, see W. Bang, ‘Manichäische 
Erzähler’ (1931): 1-36.
70 A. von Le Coq, ‘Ein manichäisches Manuskriptfragment’ (1909): 1218. Also recovered from Turfan, in 
Chinese Turkestan, were two fragments of an early Persian metrical rendering of the B&I legend, copied 
no later than the early tenth century. This was published by W.B. Henning, ‘Gedichthandschrift’  (1957): 
305-7. Henning however does not state whether these fragments are of a Christian nature or not. Because 
the published manuscripts were (and still are to this day) untranslated, we cannot declare whether the 
Chinese Turkestan fragments have been Christianised. See also C. Cordoni,  Barlaam und Josaphat 
(2014): 7; P. Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 405; D.M. Lang, ‘Oriental Materials’ (1971): 
110; P. Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’ (1931): 290.
71 See D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 27.
72 See D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 27.
Manichaean aversion to sexual pleasure.73  The ethical point  the author makes is, 
nonetheless, not lost, as it is an idea that is ethically  transferable not only to Buddhism, 
as we have seen, but also to Christian monastic groups, and this can be seen within our 
novel, particularly in the character of Barlaam. We must hasten to add however that this 
is not  a Christian text, and therefore it is no great surprise that the Apology does not 
appear. We know the Manichaean fragments are not Christianised because in the first 
fragment the word ‘Bodhisav’, the name for Buddha, is used;74  we will discuss this in 
further detail below.  
 Manichaeism75  was an adaptable faith. ‘In the West, it assumed a Christian 
colouring; in the Near East it  borrowed elements from the ancient Babylonian and 
Zoroastrian religion.76  Likewise, in Central Asia, the Manichees absorbed elements of 
the Buddhist religion, many of which were by no means incompatible with their own 
ideals.’77  Manichaeism in the East will still bear traces of Christianity, and since this is 
not present in the later Arabic versions we must conclude that the Manichaean text was 
not used as a source for the intermediate Pahlavi, Arabic or Syriac translation.
 Although Manichaeism was an adaptable faith, nevertheless, at its core it 
‘equates evil with matter, good with spirit, and is therefore particularly  suitable as a 
doctrinal basis for every  form of asceticism and many forms of mysticism’.78  This is 
why it  was so easily able to absorb Buddhist elements into its beliefs. Furthermore, the 
23
73 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xv-xviii.  The Manichaean fragment is believed to be eighth century 
(see K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat [1999] 18). Manichaeans and Christian hermits (who have taken 
an aversion to aesthetic pleasures, such as Barlaam in the novel) hold similar beliefs to one another.
74 A. von Le Coq, ‘Ein manichäisches Manuskriptfragment’ (1909): 1204. The original Sanskrit name for 
Buddha is Bodhisattva. Bodhisav then flows into the Arabic Būdāsaf. This is a natural name translation 
and suggests the Manichaean text is the link between the Sanskrit and the Arabic. There is split opinion as 
to whether the Pahlavi, Syriac or Arabic precede the Greek or Georgian B&I. Further we can see Chinak 
(Sanskrit), the Buddha’s charioteer, is translated as Chandaka (Turfan fragment).  Satudan, the Buddha’s 
father, translates as Suddhodana. P. Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 405.
75  Although Mani went to India, there is speculation whether Mani came into direct contact with 
Buddhism. S.N.C. Lieu, Manichaeism (1985): 56 thinks that Mani encountered Buddhism through books 
and stories, whereas P.  Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 404 states that Mani went to India 
and came into contact with Buddhism. I am inclined to agree with Almond because Mani saw Buddha 
(along with Jesus and Zoroaster) as his prophetic forerunner. The extent to which Mani was influenced by 
Buddhism remains unknown within scholarship.
76  For a discussion on how Manichaeism encountered Buddhism see P. Almond, ‘The Buddha of 
Christendom’ (1987): 404; S.N.C. Lieu, Manichaeism (1985): 56; D.M. Lang, ‘Oriental 
Materials’  (1971): 112; J.O. Asmussen, Studies in Manichaeism (1965): 149; D.M. Lang, ‘Blessed 
Iodasaph’ (1957): 390; F.C. Burkitt, Religion of the Manichees (1925).
77 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 25.
78  R.C. Zaehner, Teachings (1956): 53. See also P.  Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 405; 
D.M. Lang, Balavariani (1966): 102.
Manichaean view that the body is a prison is prominent throughout our Christian 
version of B&I. We can also compare Buddhist ideas to Manichaean beliefs. 
Manichaeans ‘were vegetarians, but the elect79 abstained from wine, from marriage, and 
from property. They were supposed to live a wandering life, possessing no more than 
food for a day and clothes for a year. Their obligation not to produce fresh life or to take 
it was so absolute that it extended to the vegetable kingdom: they  might neither sow nor 
reap, nor even break their bread themselves...’80  These parallels can also be found 
throughout B&I. Since the discovery of these Manichaean texts, there has been 
unanimous agreement81 as to the first two stages of the life of the Greek B&I: it began 
as a Buddhist text, and then evolved into the Manichaean text.82 
 However here I must hasten to add that I myself do not believe that the 
Manichaean text was used as the source for a Pahlavi, Syriac or Arabic translation.83 
The reason for this is that we have no Christianised Pahlavi, Syriac or Arabic version: 
what we do have is some non-Christianised Arabic versions. Furrthermore although 
Manichaeism was an adaptable faith, it was centrally a Christian faith which was 
culturally and geographically  strained: this would lead to only  conclude that any 
subsequent versions of the novel which relied on the Manichaean text, would have 
strong Christian undertones.
 The next transition is somewhat disputed, with two divergent lines of thought. 
This next stage has been called by some scholars the ‘intermediate link’84  between the 
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79  The difference between the Manichaean ascetic, or elect, and an Orthodox Christian monk is as 
follows: the monk when he dies is a ‘mourner’ (a Syriac technical term); the Manichees do not hold this 
belief. See F.C. Burkitt, Religion of the Manichees (1925): 46.
80 F.C. Burkitt, Religion of the Manichees (1925): 45. See also S.N.C. Lieu, Manichaeism (1985): 208-13; 
J.O. Asmussen, Studies in Manichaeism (1965): 130-50; F.W.K. Müller, ‘Handschriften-Reste’ (1904): 
348-54. 
81 By K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 18; T.  Bräm, ‘Le Roman’ (1994): 71; P.B. de la Pena, 
Barlaam Y Josafat (1993); J.C. Hirsh, Barlam and Iosaphat (1986); I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 
20; H.  Peri,  Religionsdisput der Barlaam-Legende (1959); D.M. Lang, ‘Blessed Iodasaph’ (1957): 389; 
H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur (1959): 37; W. Bang, ‘Manichäische Erzähler’  (1931): 7-9; 
P. Peeters, ‘A review of F.C. Burkitt’ (1925): 402-3. 
82 Le Coq took the Manichaean text ‘not only as proof of the fact that Buddhism played an important part 
in Manichaeism, but also he maintained that it demonstrated that it was Manichees who first brought the 
legend of the Bodhisattva Prince to Europe.’ P.  Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 405; See 
A. von Le Coq, ‘Ein manichäisches Manuskriptfragment’ (1909): 1205.
83  We do not have either a Pahlavi or Syriac text of B&I and, although we have non-Christian Arabic 
versions, these are deemed to have a reliance upon the intermediate Pahlavi or Syriac text (and they 
themselves are not the ‘intermediary’ text). See below for a discussion on this.
84 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 40. See also P.B. de la Pena, Barlaam Y Josafat (1993): xvii.
Manichaean (or, as I suggest, Sanskrit) text and the Georgian text. The latter came into 
existence in one of two ways: either through a Syriac text, or through an Arabic text.
2) The ‘Intermediate Link’
 a) The Syriac
  The question remains as to how the Manichaean (or Sanskrit) text and B&I are 
interlinked. This missing ‘intermediate’ text was originally, hypothetically, proposed to 
be in Syriac, as this seemed the most  logical possibility. ‘Syriac was the main conduit 
pipe through which the treasures of Greek literature debouched on to the Orient, and 
inversely, it was mainly  through Syriac versions that Oriental treasures were added to 
Greco-Byzantine literature.’85  If Syriac was the ‘intermediate’ link to either Greek or 
Georgian,86 it would therefore seem to be a logical conclusion.87
 In the absence of any Syriac version of B&I, the Syriac ‘intermediate’ recension 
theory  remains just that: a theory. The few scholars88  who supported it  based their 
assumption on the texts that were available to them, namely the Life of Buddha and the 
25
85 J. Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896): xxxii. Those who support a Syriac intermediate also support 
John of Damascus as author of the novel as Syriac soon dissipated. See P. Peeters, ‘La première 
traduction latine’ (1931): 288-9.
86  The Georgian Capital was in Tibilisi, governed by an amir from Baghdad. Due to their geographical 
location the Georgians encountered Eastern nations as well as Christians, Muslims and Arab populations: 
a Syriac version, later translated into Georgian, therefore seems plausible.
87 Additionally, there are texts which have been translated from Pahlavi to Syriac. E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm 
and Yĕwâsĕf,  Volume 2 (1923): lxxxv. However there are also books which were translated from Pahlavi 
to Arabic which are related to B&I. See E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 (1923): lxxxvi.
88  J. Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896); R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894); E. Hennecke, ‘Rezension und 
Rekonstruktion’  (1893); E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 9; H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 1-166. 
Zotenberg believed that Euthymius translated the Greek text into Georgian. 
  Conybeare uses the knowledge that the Apology exists in the Syriac to predispose the notion that 
there must also therefore be a Syriac version of B&I. This Syriac version was the abridgement which is 
very close to Boissonade’s Greek text, which was created by John of Damascus. Conybeare goes on to 
create a piece of fiction regarding the nature of this Syriac (unknown) text, ‘the Syriac was probably 
much shorter and less padded out with disquisitions on all points of faith and morals.  But in it the 
apologues had already assumed the order in which they follow in the Armenian and Greek: and it must 
have contained everything which the Greek and Armenian have in common.’ F.C. Conybeare, ‘The 
Barlaam and Josaphat Legend’ (1896): 139.  Conybeare also supposes that the Apology existed in the 
Armenian version of B&I (there are three manuscripts: Bodleian Codex Marsh 438 Folio 578b - 589b 
[dated to 1482 A.D.] and British Museum Or. 4580 Fol. 164b - 190b [dated to 1434 A.D.]. The third 
manuscript is preserved in the Library of San Lazaro – Conybeare does not give the manuscript details) 
but the latter text has since been abridged – hence why the Apology does not feature in any of the 
manuscripts. See F.C. Conybeare, ‘The Barlaam and Josaphat Legend’ (1896): 138-9.
later Christianised Arabic version of the B&I novel,89  both texts having been linked 
previously  with the Greek B&I. At that stage no Manichaean text had been found, and 
although a Georgian text was known, it was the shorter version, The Wisdom of 
Balahvar;90  the longer Balvariani (parent text to the Greek B&I, see below) had yet to 
be discovered. It has been suggested91  that the Syriac ‘intermediate’ text was the first 
Christian version of B&I.
 Let us postulate that a version of the Life of Buddha did exist in Syriac, and that 
this was not only  the first Christian version, but also the main conduit of the legend 
from the Middle East to the Holy Land. In doing so it is necessary first of all 
‘to suppress the legend of the implanting of Christianity  in India by the 
Apostle Thomas, the enlightener of the Syrians’. As a substitute for this 
tradition, a romance about St Barlaam was composed in the middle of the 
seventh century92 in the Syriac language, based on the Pahlavi redaction of 
the Life of Buddha, its underlying purpose, as would appear from the 
Georgian redactions, being ‘to prove that the enlightener of India was not 
the Apostle Thomas, but the Indian prince Ioasaph and his teacher 
Barlaam’.93  
Furthermore, as we will soon see when we discuss authorship, a detailed piece of fiction 
must be created concerning the movement of the text from the Greek of the eighth 
century (with John of Damascus as author), into Georgian and then back into Greek in 
the late tenth or early eleventh century.
26
89  The availability of the Christianised Arabic version and its theological and textual development 
suggested to scholars that it was of a later date than the Greek (which it is) and that there are no non-
Christian versions which may precede the Greek version. For a comparison and analysis between the 
Greek and Christianised Arabic versions of B&I see G. Graf, ‘Das arabische Original’  (1913): 320-31. 
See also B. Dorn, ‘Josaphat und Barlaam’ (1852): 305-23. The Christian Arabic version is made under the 
name of John of Damascus which supports those who think John of Damascus is the author of B&I.  See J. 
Sonet, Le roman de barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 61.
 For an illustrated version of a Christian-Arabic version from the twelfth century see R.E. Sminè, 
‘Christian Arabic Barlaam and Joasaph’ (1993): 171-229; J. Leroy, ‘Un Nouveau manuscrit’ (1955): 
101-22; A. Agémian, ‘Deux manuscrits’ (1992): 577-601; H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 83.
90 There is some similar content between this text and B&I. It is, however, only a cousin of the B&I text, 
sharing the same parent text, that is the Balavariani. See the stemma below.
91  Such as K.S. Kekelidze, ‘The Balavar romance in Christian literature’ (1960): 41-71; J. Jacobs, 
Barlaam and Josaphat (1896): xxxii; E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 34.
92 This coincidentally agrees with the dating of the Syriac manuscript of the Apology.
93 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 18.
 Whether the Syriac was the intermediate text between the Pahlavi and Greek, 
the fact remains that while such a notion is plausible, there exists no such text in the 
Syriac.94  Therefore, it is possible that an intermediary Pahlavi version95  links the 
Manichaean and Arabic versions of B&I.
 b) Pahlavi and Arabic
 Due to the hypothetical nature of the assumed Syriac text, we are left with the 
question whether, if not this, it was a Pahlavi or Arabic version that built the bridge 
between the Manichaean version of Baghdad and the Georgian text. The problem is that 
the original Balauhar and Būdhāsaf (Pahlavi and Arabic) has been lost, and we rely on 
texts that use Balauhar and Būdhāsaf as their source.96  The theory of the Arabic being 
the bridge between the Manichaean stage and the later Georgian one has gained more 
popular support over time, and has now become the mainstream assumption of 
scholars.97  What, therefore, are these Arabic texts which may be the link between the 
Manichaean and Georgian stages of the transmission of the Buddha legend?
‘All these early Arabic stories of the Buddha derive from Iranian originals 
and purport to have been translated by Ibn al-Miqaffa‘ (d. A.D. 759) or his 
27
94  D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 40; D.M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 306; J.  Sonet,  Le 
roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 61; P. Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’ (1931): 289.
95  This is the Iranian language during the mediaeval period. The language was around from the second 
century B.C., which means the translation from the original Life of Buddha could have occurred at any 
point during this time. See M. B. Pitts,  ‘Legend’ (1981): 4; J. Sonet,  Le roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat 
(1949): 5.
96 See the discussion below. We must give credit to Kuhn who was the first to work out a stemma of the 
Arabic versions (which Lang uses, in part, for his stemma).  Kuhn compares each Arabic version and the 
Greek B&I. Kuhn thinks the Syriac version stems from the Pahlavi and is the source for the Georgian and 
Greek versions. See E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 34.
97 Such as R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 99; B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 120; 
K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999); J.C. Hirsh, Barlam and Iosaphat (1986); D.M. Lang, 
‘Introduction’ (1967): xix; I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 21; M. Tarchnišvili, Geschichte der 
Kirchlichen Georgischen Literatur (1955).
successors. The original book of Balauhar and Būdhāsaf98  has not come 
down to us, nor has a metrical version made by  Abān al-Lāhiqī (d. A.D. 
815-6),99  a contemporary of Hārūn al-Rashīd who enjoyed favour and 
popularity though [was] accused by his enemies of heretical, if not 
Manichaean sympathies. However, one can get a fair impression of its 
contents from the abridgement preserved in the Halle manuscript, from the 
adaptation by  Ibn Bābūya, later translated into Persian, and from the free 
rendering into Hebrew by  Ibn Chisdai (d. about 1220 A.D.).100  The work is 
preserved in a form yet closer to the original in the Book of Balauhar and 
Būdhāsaf printed at  Bombey in A.D. 1888-9,101  though here it has to be 
disentangled from extraneous elements introduced, it  would seem, from the 
Kitāb al-Budd.’102
How, therefore, are these Arabic texts related to Manichaeism? One of the Manichaean 
fragments and one of the Arabic adaptations of the Buddhist work contain the anecdote 
of the prince becoming intoxicated and falling into a grave with a female corpse.103 This 
28
98  The fragment corresponds with the Bombey version of the text. This fragment discusses Bilauhar’s 
separation from Budisaf and his return the next night.  For a comparison of the fragment as well as the 
Bombey version (with an English translation) see W.B. Henning, ‘Persian Manuscripts’ (1962): 89-104. 
For a summary of its contents see R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 99; D. M. Lang, ‘Oriental 
Materials’ (1971): 113-4; W.B. Henning, ‘Gedichthandschrift’ (1957): 305-7. 
 For a comparison between the different Arabic version as well as the Greek, Georgian and 
original Buddhist version see T. Bräm, ‘Le Roman’ (1994): 71-2; D. Gimaret, Le Livre de Bilawhar wa 
Būḏāsaf (1971): 9-54; D. Gimaret, ‘Traces et parallèles’ (1971): 98-131 E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm and 
Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 (1923): xciii-xcvii; E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’  (1893): 34-7. Although Gimaret 
discusses the different Arabic versions in depth, he does not produce a stemma of the Arabic versions. 
Here we must rely on Kuhn.
99 See O.R. Imper and J.E. Keller, ‘Introducción’ (1979): xviii; I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 32.
100  Ibn Chisdai was born in the second half of the twelfth century and died around 1220. E.A.W. Budge, 
Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 (1923): xcvii. See E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 40-5; E. 
Rehatsek and T.W. Rhys Davids, ‘King’s Son and the Ascetic’ (1890): 120 believes that the Hebrew was 
translated from the Pahlavi original, and is independent of the Greek B&I. Zotenberg (‘Notice’ [1887]) 
however, believes this version to be based on the Arabic poem.
101  The Halle version (Kitāb al-Budd discovered by Hommel) appears to have not been tampered by any 
Christian scribe or editor ‘and it therefore enables us to obtain a very clear idea of the general character of 
its Pahlavi original’. E. A. W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 (1923): xciv. See also P. Almond, 
‘The Buddha of Christendom’  (1987): 403; D. Gimaret,  Le Livre de Bilawhar wa Būḏāsaf (1971); D.M. 
Lang, ‘Blessed Iodasaph’ (1957): 194-8.
 The Arabic ‘tale is embellished with a series of fables, though none of these correspond to those 
included in the B&I romance. Therefore Kitāb al-Budd is seen to be an independent offshoot of the 
Buddha-elect, transplanted from its Indian background into an Iranian context.’  See D.M. Lang, Wisdom 
of Balhavar (1957): 34.  
102  D.M. Lang,  ‘Blessed Iodasaph’ (1957): 390. See also P. Almond,  ‘The Buddha of 
Christendom’ (1987): 403; E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893); E. Rehatsek and T.W. Rhys Davids, 
‘King’s Son and the Ascetic’ (1890): 119-55. 
103 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 28.
of course does not appear in later Christianised versions of the work, showing some 
relationship  between the Arabic and Manichaean fragment.104 There is also a reworking 
of character names between the Sanskrit, Manichaean, and Arabic versions: for example 
the Buddha is called Bodhisav, a term that  reflects the Sanskrit Bodhisattva and 
foreshadows the Arabic Būdāsaf.105  Further, the Arabic texts show little influence of 
Islam: the legend was only circulated in groups on the edges of Islamic orthodoxy, with 
Yudasaf (Ioasaph) on a list of false prophets, along with Zoroaster, Mani and Marcion, 
to name a few. The failure of the legend to penetrate the Islamic world is consistent with 
the Arabic version of the Buddha legend making its way through Manichaeism.106 
Beyond this there is scepticism, especially  because there must be some Christianised 
twist to the Manichaean text; however, because only two fragments remain we cannot 
prove conclusively the movement of the Buddhist text into Pahlavi through the 
Manichaean text.107 
 Where the evidence linking the Manichaean version to either the Pahlavi or 
Arabic versions of the Buddhist novel seems questionable, scholars such as Lang108  
believe that similarities between the two surviving Arabic recensions, the Book of 
Buddha and the Book of Budhasaf by himself, indicate a connection between the Arabic 
tradition and the Georgian Balavariani. These similarities comprise ‘the forms of proper 
names,109  the sequence in which the fables are arranged, the order of the narrative 
episodes, and the concordance of sections of the text’.110 
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104 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 32 explains how, according to orthodox Arabic sources, there 
was ‘an upsurge not only of Iranian cultural influences generally,  but of Manichaean propaganda in 
particular’. This, according to Lang, is how the Manichaean aspect entered the textual tradition. We also 
know that trade flourished between Iran and China: the Buddhist work could have made its way into Iran 
through these trade links. See E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf,  Volume 2 (1923): lxxxiv.  See also D. 
Gimaret, ‘Traces et parallèles’ (1971): 97-8.
105  P.  Almond,  ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 405. It is also possible to identify Chinak, the 
Buddha’s charioteer,  as Chandaka, as well as Satudan, the Buddha’s father,  as Suddhodana. C. Cordoni 
(Barlaam und Josaphat [2014]: 41) lists how the names in Kitāb al-Budd have been correctly 
translated to the names in the Balavariani and B&I, stating that the Balavariani parent must be originally 
in Arabic.
106 P. Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 404.
107 See D. Gimaret, ‘Traces et parallèles’ (1971): 98
108  D.M. Lang ‘Introduction’  (1967): xix. See also R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 98-109; D. 
Gimaret, ‘Traces et parallèles’ (1971): 98; I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 36-8.
109 See I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 36-8. 
110  I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 32. See also K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 18-19; 
I.V. Abuladze, Balvarianis (1957): 81, 139 for similar illustrations of Arabic peculiarities in the Georgian 
text. All of this information is gleamed from the other Arabic versions that we possess.
 The question remains: When did these once Buddhist  elements turn into 
Christian ideas? We know the Arabic versions of B&I have not been Christianised, as 
they  remain free from all Christian dogma.111  More to the point, they do not contain the 
Apology. Furthermore, Ilia Abuladze asks why, if an older Arabic Christianised version 
existed (that is the original Book of Balauhar and Būdhāsaf), ‘Arabic-speaking 
Christians’ would have felt the need later ‘to translate the story from the Greek version’, 
and not simply used the existing one, unless, of course, this one was not available to 
them. The later Christianised (Arabic) version112  seems to be ‘markedly inferior from 
the literary viewpoint even to the Arabic non-Christian version ... and also to the 
Georgian full-length redaction, which in one fashion or another proceeds from an 
Arabic source’.113   These arguments lead us to conclude that, based on the evidence we 
have, the ‘intermediate’ text probably has its origin in a non-Christianised Arabic 
form.114 In that case, what role does the Georgian version play in the transmission of the 
Buddhist novel?
3) Georgian and Greek
 a) Georgian
 Before the Balavariani was known to us, Marr and Rosen suspected that  one of 
the missing texts in the transposition of the Life of Buddha to the Greek B&I existed in a 
Georgian text. This is because, within two Greek lemmata115  of B&I, it is stated that 
B&I had been translated from ‘the Iberian or Georgian tongue into the Greek through 
the agency of Euthymius the Georgian’.116  Furthermore, George the Hagorite 
specifically states that Euthymius translated the Georgian Balavariani as well as many 
30
111  K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 18-9; E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 
(1923): xcv.
112 From the twelfth century.
113 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 36. P.B. de la Pena,  Barlaam Y Josafat (1993): xvii-xx also thinks 
this to be true.
114 See H. Peri, Religionsdisput der Barlaam-Legende (1959): 15.
115  Venedig, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Cod. grec. VII, 26 and Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de 
France, Ancien fonds grec. 1771. The theory that Euthymius was the author and translator of B&I was 
first put forward by Baron Rosen (1887): 166-74. Manuscript evidence, along with the information 
contained within George the Hagorite’s Life of Euthymius, suggest that Euthymius translated the 
Balavariani. See P. Peeters, ‘Histoires monastiques géorgiennes’, (1917-1919): 15; E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam 
und Joasaph’ (1893): 9.  See also N.Y. Marr, ‘Agiograficheskie’ (1900-1): 89-103 who discusses the 
Georgian version.
116 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxviii.
other works.117  If Euthymius translated a metaphrastic version of the Balavariani then 
this could be the last  textual transmission of the Buddhist text into our Greek B&I 
novel.118  Marr and Rosen embarked upon the journey of trying to locate a Balavariani 
manuscript. In 1889 Rosen discovered and published excerpts of The Wisdom of 
Balahvar,119  which we now know to be a shorter recension of the Balavariani parent. 
The text of The Wisdom of Balahvar bears little similarity to the Greek B&I text, and no 
similarity to the previous Arabic texts we have. Hence, at the turn of the twentieth 
century, the idea that the Syriac was the intermediate text between the Arabic and the 
Greek was still considered the most plausible.120  Over the next  few decades numerous 
manuscript copies (dating to as late as the sixteenth and seventeenth century) similar to 
The Wisdom of Balahvar were discovered in Georgia.
 In 1902, Nicholas Marr discovered a Balavariani text (Jerusalem 36) in a 
manuscript dated to the thirteenth or fourteenth century. It was not until 1925-26 that 
Robert Blake discovered a text  now known as Jerusalem 140. This text is vastly 
important in piecing together the textual tradition of our Greek B&I.
 The codex of Jerusalem 140 is a completely separate redaction from The Wisdom 
of Balahvar, not only in length,121  but also in time period: copied between 1060 and 
1070 A.D..122   As the Latin version of our Greek novel of B&I was a translation from 
Greek made in 1048 A.D., a Greek version must already  have been in existence at that 
time, hence an antecedent to our oldest Greek manuscript.123
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117 See D.M. Lang, Lives and Legends (1957): 155.
118 B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 116.
119 B.V. Rosen, ‘Babweihe i Varlaame’ (1889): 397-400.
120  See E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’  (1893): 11.  Krumbacher believed the Armenian version of B&I 
derived from the Syriac version, which had in turn been translated from a Greek version. He believed the 
Greek version which we now have has been amplified and reworked. K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der 
Byzantinischen Litteratur (1897): 886-91. Jacobs believed the Georgian was made from the Arabic, and 
the Greek from the Syriac. J. Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896): 31. For an analysis of the language 
and terminology used in the two Georgian versions see M. Tarchnišvili, ‘Les Deux Recensions’  (1958): 
73-86.
121 As it is two and a half times longer than The Wisdom of Balahvar.
122 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxv; D.M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 307.
123 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 21. We will discuss this in further detail below.
 Georgian text specialists124  compared the Arabic, two Georgian and the Greek 
versions of the B&I text, and discovered that the text of Jerusalem 140, as well as the 
Greek witnesses to the B&I, retain ‘Arabic elements in [their] subject matter’.125 
Abuladze went on to say that the Greek version of B&I reproduces the conclusion of the 
Balavariani and shows ‘a resemblance between the forms of the proper names’.126  He 
concluded that there was only one logical explanation for this, that the Greek version of 
B&I was unequivocally based upon the ‘newly  discovered, full-length version’,127 
Jerusalem 140, of the Balavariani.
 Further arguments128  have since been suggested, based on small linguistic 
changes in names, as well as the arrangement of the novel, and certain elements that 
appear in the Balavariani and B&I versions, but not in The Wisdom of Balahvar.129 The 
stemma of the textual tradition, as elaborated by Lang, looks as follows:130
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124  Such as Lang, Abuladze and Kekelidze.  All of Kekelidze’s work,  and most of Abuladze’s work 
remains in Georgian. For a French summary of the theories of Kekelidze see M. Brière ‘Lettres 
georgiennes chretiennes’ (1957): 75-98. See also P. Devos,  ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat 
grec’ (1957): 98; J. Sonet,  Le roman de barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 61; P. Peeters, ‘La première 
traduction latine’ (1931): 307.
125  For a comparison between the Bombey Arabic as well as Jerusalem 140 see D.M. Lang, ‘Blessed 
Iodasaph’ (1957): 394-8. R.  Volk compares Jerusalem 140 with Kitāb Bilawhar wa Būdāsf: R. Volk, 
‘Medizinisches im Barlaam-Roman’ (2006): 188-9. Further comparisons between the Greek, Balavariani, 
Arabic (Bombey version), Ibn Bābūya and Halle Arabic see D.M. Lang, ‘Blessed Iodasaph’ (1957): 
398-403. Manichaean prophetology is still apparent in the Bombey Arabic version. See W.B. Henning, 
‘Persian Manuscripts’ (1962): 93.
126  For a comparison of names in the Sanskrit, Arabic, Georgian and Greek translations see E. 
Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 207-16; W.B. Henning, ‘Gedichthandschrift’ (1957): 306; D.M. 
Lang,  ‘Blessed Iodasaph’ (1957): 399; E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf,  Volume 2 (1923): lxxxviii; 
K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Litteratur (1897): 886.
127 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 30.
128  See D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxv; I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 37-8. See also P. 
Almond, ‘The Buddha of Christendom’ (1987): 396-400; D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 12-3. 
129 See I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 23.
130 D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balahvar (1957): 65.
Since 1957, when Lang produced this stemma, there has been no scholar which has 
questioned it, accepting it to be true.131  Prior to Lang, there were some scholars who 
suggest a Syriac ‘intermediate’ recension as more probable than an Arabic one.132 These 
scholars, such as Franz Dölger, consider the Syriac recension to be more likely due to 
their assignment of authorship of the Greek B&I to John of Damascus, as well as other 
arguments outlined above. When Dölger published his book in 1953, the Balavariani 
was known, but no copy  of the Jerusalem 140 manuscript was made accessible until 
1956.133  This meant that Dölger was promoting a theory134 that now seems redundant, 
when one compares the evidence for the Syriac ‘intermediate’ text with that for the 
Arabic ‘intermediate’ and Georgian recensions. Such arguments will be further 
expounded when we discuss the attribution of authorship of the Greek B&I text.
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131  For example E. Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 238-69; M. Tarchnišvili, ‘Le roman de 
Balahvar’ (1958): 84-5; M. Tarchnišvili, ‘Les Deux Recensions’ (1958): 75. Although Khintibidze does 
not mention the Manichaean tradition, not one scholar has spoken against Lang’s stemma. More recently 
Cordoni has reproduced Lang’s stemma and expanded it to include the more influential Latin and 
Provincial versions. See C. Cordoni, Barlaam und Josaphat (2014): 55.
132  J.  Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896); R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894); E. Hennecke, ‘Rezension und 
Rekonstruktio’  (1893); E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 9.  These scholars, who all support a 
Syriac recension, wrote before the discovery of the Jerusalem 140 manuscript.
133 I.V. Abuladze, Balvarianis (1956).
134  See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 25-6. It would be interesting to see how Dölger would have 
dealt with this new information and whether this evidence would have changed the scholar’s mind.
 As previously mentioned, the Georgian forms of names and the narrative content 
of the Balavariani preserved in Jerusalem 140 support its reliance on an older Arabic 
recension.135  As this Arabic source is presumed to have been a non-Christian recension 
of the Buddhist text, the Georgian Jerusalem 140 is our oldest surviving Christianised 
version. This Christian Georgian recension, however, does not include the Apology.
 b) Greek
 The Greek text of B&I stems from the Jerusalem 140 manuscript of the 
Balavariani, and it was this Jerusalem 140 version of the Georgian text that  was ‘the 
keimenon, that is, the “original”, unembellished version, from which the Greek 
metaphrastic, i.e. stylized and ornate, adaption derives’.136  There are ‘stylistic and 
linguistic peculiarities’137  in the Greek text,138  which can be traced back to a Georgian 
prototype. The Jerusalem 140 version of the Balavariani is this Georgian prototype 
because of the similarities it shares with B&I, chief among them the narrative139  and 
audience. There are, however, also some differences between the Greek B&I and 
Jerusalem 140. Most importantly for our discussion, the Greek text of B&I includes the 
Apology, whereas the Georgian text of Jerusalem 140 does not, nor do any of its 
predecessors. Furthermore, the Greek text of B&I adds a number of scriptural 
references, creeds and prayers,140 as well as quotations from a variety of religious141 and 
34
135  For a discussion on the Georgians’ adoption of the Christian faith; language; monasteries and trade 
links to Eastern nations see D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxii-iv; M. Tarchnišvili, Geschichte der 
Kirchlichen Georgischen Literatur (1955): 22-36.
136 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 38. 
137  See S.G. Qaukhchishvili, Bizantiuri literaturis istoria (1963): 206-37 (taken from D.M. Lang, 
‘Introduction’ [1967]: xxx).
138  Scholars do not state which Greek manuscript they are using. We will see there are a number of 
different manuscripts which could lead to different conclusions depending on which modification of 
manuscript scholars are using.
139 See appendix 1.
140 K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 21.
141  ‘Among the works from which the author of the Greek Barlaam borrowed passages is the Passion of 
St. Catherine, in the tenth century version of Simeon the Metaphrast.’  R.L. Wolff, ‘Barlaam and 
Ioasaph’ (1939): 132. This theorem has never been proven. If true, it shows us that if John of Damascus 
was the author of B&I there was also a later redaction. See P. Peeters,  ‘La première traduction 
latine’ (1931): 292; J.R. Harris, ‘The Sources of Barlaam’ (1925):119-29; J.A. Robinson, ‘Passion of St. 
Catherine’ (1923-4): 246-53; J.R. Harris ‘A New Christian Apology’ (1923): 355-83. Dölger suggested 
that John of Damascus had a lost Passion of St. Catherine which is like Symeon’s text: Symeon, however, 
copied John of Damascus. Dölger is clutching at straws in trying to establish John of Damascus as author. 
See F.  Dölger, ‘Die Johannes-Damaskenos-Ausgabe’ (1950): 310. Volk has recently proven it was 
Symeon Metaphrastes’ version of the Passion of St. Catherine which was used in B&I. See R. Volk, 
‘Symeon Metaphrastes’ (1996): 88-111.
philosophical sources, including ‘ecclesiastical writers, especially  from the works of St. 
John Damascene’.142  Additionally, the Georgian Balavariani contains no miracles or 
signs. The Greek translator or redactor of the Georgian text has not just added these 
different ideas, but has also taken out sections that are in the Jerusalem 140 version but 
not in the Greek B&I; for instance, the Georgian version contains more fables than the 
Greek version.143  Yet while the content of the Greek version of B&I differs from the 
Georgian version in Jerusalem 140, the literary outline of the two texts remains similar. 
Some of the differences might have been caused not by  the translator of the text from 
the Georgian into the Greek, but by a contemporary of his,144  a redactor of the freshly 
translated Greek metaphrastic version of the text from the Georgian version of 
Jerusalem 140. No such metaphrastic version is known to us, and it  remains 
hypothetical. If it  did exist and there was a redactor, it is possible that it was the redactor 
who further expanded the Greek text with a variety  of ideas, as stated above, which 
were not in the Balavariani, among them the Apology.
 The modern consensus is that the Greek version of B&I stems from the 
Jerusalem 140 version of the Balavariani.145  It is believed that Euthymius translated a 
metaphrastic version from Georgian into Greek, and this may have been redacted by 
either George the Hagorite or Symeon Metaphrastes.146  Some, such as Dölger, attack 
this assumption as well as the historical data.147  Several specialists of Georgian 
literature148  have since exposed Dölger’s ‘contradictory and tendentious mode of 
argument, and his lack of knowledge about the problems of Georgian literature, which 
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142  I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 41. There are a whole host of ecclesiastical writers used by the 
redactor of B&I. We will discuss some of these in chapter 2.e of this study. See R. Volk, Barlaam et 
Ioasaph (2006) for a full list of external authors used in B&I.
143 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 40. See also Lang, Wisdom of Balahvar (1957): 46-7 for some of 
the less prominent differences between the Georgian Balavariani and Greek B&I.
144  See the discussion (1.A.iii) on the attribution of B&I to Euthymius. It is suggested that either George 
the Hagorite or Symeon Metaphrastes redacted B&I after Euthymius translated the Balavariani.
145 See P. Devos, ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 83-104.
146 To name but a few key scholars: R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 2; B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, 
Apologie (2003): 114; E. Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 269; V. Tiftixoglu, ‘Der byzantinische 
Barlaam-Roman’ (1980): 197; D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’  (1967): xxvi-xxxii; I.V. Abuladze, 
‘Introduction’ (1966): 30; P. Devos, ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 83-104; M. 
Tarchnišvili,  ‘Anfänge’ (1954): 113-24; F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de Dölger’  (1953): 475-80; R.L. Wolf, 
‘Barlaam and Ioasaph’ (1939): 131-9; P. Peeters, ‘Histoires monastiques géorgiennes’ (1917-1919): 11-2. 
147 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 25. See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953).
148 Such as F. Halkin, M. Tarchnišvili, S. Nutsubidze and D.M. Lang.
can be traced back to Zotenberg’.149  Few scholars have upheld Dölger’s conclusions, 
notable among them Gérard Garitte.150  This discussion will be continued below when 
we discuss the attribution of authorship of the Greek B&I.
 Before moving on to the authorship of the Greek B&I we must first discuss the 
importance of the Greek text we have. The content of this Greek text is much more 
extensive than that of its Georgian predecessor owing to the inclusion of the Apology, as 
well as scriptural references, creeds, prayers, and quotations from religious and 
philosophical sources, including our early church fathers. The Greek B&I, as it  is 
preserved today, was brought to Constantinople in the eleventh century and translated 
into Latin. This made it possible for the novel to be translated into numerous other 
European languages.151  Thus the Greek text of B&I can be described as the most 
important version, as it enabled the novel to be known throughout Europe.
 The Greek paraphrased version, that is the Apology as it appears in B&I, has 
around 160 manuscripts, although some of these manuscripts are no more than a few 
folios. In recent years, Robert Volk has compiled two volumes on the Greek manuscript 
tradition of B&I.152  These volumes are what Pouderon and Pierre have used in 
compiling the critical edition of the Apology.153   Due to the quantity of manuscripts, 
Volk assigns some of the more important a letter: A-Z. He classifies the manuscripts 
within six categories: 
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149  I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 25. See E. Khintibidze (Chintibidse), ‘Ekwtime Atoneli’ (1977): 
30-4; H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 1-166.
150  G. Garitte ‘Georges l’Hagorites’ (1958): 57-63; G. Garitte, ‘La littérature Géorgienne’ (1957): 431-7. 
See also B. Kotter, ‘Johannes von Damaskus’ (1988): 127-32; B. Hammerdinger, ‘Saint Jean 
Damascène’ (1971): 35; K. Wessel, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1966): 496-507; H. Musurillo, ‘Greek 
Patristics’  (1954): 575. Wessel claims that Dölger’s thesis has ‘yet not undergone any challenges’. 
Contemporaries such as L. Abramowski ‘Der griechische Barlaam-Roman’  (1958): 145-7; P. Devos, ‘Les 
origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 83-104; S. Nutsubidze, ‘K’art’uli literaturisa da 
kulturis’  (1956): 144-54; D.M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 306-25; M. Tarchnišvili, ‘Anfänge’ (1954): 
113-24; F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de Dölger’ (1953): 475-80 all challenged Dölger’s thesis.
151  J. Sonet, Le roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 119-260; J.  Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat 
(1896): lxxxix both list and discuss these European versions. Jacobs notes of at least sixty separate 
translations, many of which have undergone a number of redactions. The Greek version of B&I is also 
translated into a Christian Arabic recension as well as an Armenian and Ethiopic version. See J.C. Hirsh, 
Barlam and Iosaphat (1986): xix; J. Leroy, ‘Un Nouveau manuscript’ (1955): 101-22; E.A.W. Budge, 
Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, Volume 2 (1923); A. Agémian, ‘Deux manuscrits arabes’ (1892): 577-601; H. 
Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 83.
152  See R. Volk,  Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006) and (2009). See also R. Volk, ‘Urtext und 
Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 442-61.
153  See B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 123-36. Even though the Apology critical edition 
was published three years before the critical version of B&I the French scholars had access to Volk’s work 
before he published it. T.  Bräm, ‘Le Roman’ (1994): 74-6 agrees with Volk’s modifications. No scholars 






6) Modification D154 
When Volk compiled his critical edition of B&I he used only  the manuscripts to which 
he had assigned a letter. The following letters are used in chapter 27, the Apology 
chapter:
 Volk places four manuscripts within the Urtext: A, B, C and D. Of these, only  A 
= Athos, Μονὴ ᾿Ιβήρων  462, fol. 1r – 260v, dated to the eleventh century (Volk, no. 
19);155  B = Kiev, Instytut  rukopysu Nacional’noj bibliotehy Ukraïny imeni V. I. 
Vernads’koho, Fond V – Odes’ke tovarystvo istorii ta starožytnostej 3692 (olim Athos, 
Μεγίστη Λαύρα), fol. 1r – 206v, dated to 1021 A.D.156 as the manuscript was written by 
a monk named Theodosius (Volk, no. 57);157  and C = Athos, Μεγίστη Λαύρα K 49 
(1336), fol. 1r – 72v and 75r – 284r, dated to 1320 A.D.158 (Volk, no. 29)159  are referenced 
within the Apology chapter of B&I.
 Nine texts are classified under Modification A: E, E’, F, G, H, H’, I, J and K. Of 
these E = Athos, Μονή Διονυσίου 586 B, fol. 7r – 37v, dated to the eleventh century 
(Volk, no. 15b); F = Patmos, Μονή τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ θεολόγου 120, fol. 1r – 223v 
and 226r – 230r, dated to the eleventh century (Volk, no. 117);160  G = El Escorial, Real 
Biblioteca T.III.3 (=Cod. gr. 163; olim III.M.2 and III.Z.16; olim Esitz von Antonios 
Eparchos), fol. 1r – 158v, dated to 1057 because the manuscript is ascribed to a 
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154 R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 451-6
155 This is given the letter I by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 254. 
156 See B.L. Fonkič, ‘Un “Barlam et Joasaph” grec’ (1973): 13-20 for a discussion on this dating.
157 This is given the letter K by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 254. 
158 Even though Dölger’s information is the same as Volk’s, Dölger (Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 5) gives this 
manuscript a date of 1538 A.D.. We know the date to be 1320 as on folio 283v there is a note which gives 
an anonymous monk named Bonifatios as its owner with a date: December 1320 A.D..
159 There is no reason why our French scholars have not included this manuscript, nor even mentioned it 
in their critical edition. We must presume it is because of its later dating, in comparison to manuscripts A 
and B. 
160 This is given the letter P by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 154. 
Eustathios (Volk, no. 41);161  H = Sofia, Naučen centăr za slavjano-vizantiksji 
proučvanija “akad. Ivan Dujčev” kăm Sofijski Universitet “Kliment Ochridski”, Cod. 
gr. 270 [a. 1926-1976] Sofia, Bălgarska Akademija na naukite III 470, olim [a. 
1917-1926] ibidem Ƃ. 180 = catal. Sís mss. Kos. membr. 128 [= Kp. 73 Katsaros], olim 
Kosinitsa sine numero), fol. 1r – 64v, 72r – 111v, 117r – 132v, 139r – 162v and 168r – 
231v, dated to the eleventh century162 (Volk, no. 145);163  H’ = Vatikanstadt, Biblioteca 
Apostolica Vaticana, Cod. gr. 2025 (olim Basilianus seu Collegii S. Basilii de urbe 64), 
fol. 1r – 181r, dated to the twelfth or thirteenth century (Volk, no. 127);164  I = Venedig, 
Biblioteca Nationale Marciana, Cod. gr. 110 (=coll. 504; olim card. Bessarionis <144>), 
fol. 136r – 288v, dated to the eleventh or twelfth century (Volk, no. 148); J = Moskau, 
Gosudarstvennyj Istoričeskij Muzej, Sinodal’noe (Patriarišee) sobranie rukopisej, Cod. 
gr. 246 (Vladimir 399; Matthaei CCXXXIII; olim Athos, Μονὴ ᾿Ιβήρων), fol. 2r – 240v, 
dated to the eleventh century (Volk, no. 73); and K = Florenz, Biblioteca medicea 
Laurenziana, Cod. Conventi Soppressi 115 (olim Biblioteca della Badia Fiorentina, 
Cod. 2663; olim in Besitz von Antonio di tommaso Corbinelli [† 1425], Cod. 79), fol. 1r 
– 72v and 83r – 140v (Volk no. 45 and 46 are the missing folios), dated by Volk to the 
eleventh century (Volk, no. 45),165 are referred to in the Apology chapter.
 Modification B has seven manuscripts assigned to it: L, M, M’, N O, O’ and O’’. 
Of these the following contain the Apology chapter: L = Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de 
France, Ancien fonds grec 1771 (olim Colbert. 5227), fol. 181v – 281v, dated to the 
fourteenth century (Volk, no.112);166  M = Venedig, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, 
Cod. gr. VII, 26 (= coll. 1431; olim Nanianus 137), fol. 1r – 194r, dated to either the 
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161 This is given the letter E by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 154. 
162  Volk suggests that this is dated to 1060. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 448-51 for a 
discussion on this.
163 This is given the letter S by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre,  Apologie (2003): 129 and 154. According to 
Pouderon and Pierre the manuscript Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek (olim Augsburg, 
Stadtbibliothek), Cod. gr. 496, fol. 1r – 178r  is very similar to this text, as well as its copy H’. This is why 
Pouderon and Pierre assign this manuscript a letter (M). See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie 
(2003): 129 and 154. It must be noted that Volk does not assign a letter to this manuscript, but dates it to 
the eleventh or twelfth century. 
164 This is given the letter V by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 154. 
165  This is given the letter L by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 154. Volk says 
that this manuscript is incomplete and the text is a ‘solitary character’: it ‘is far worse than the lost 
original of the Latin Vulgate translation (BHL 979)’ and is the ‘last in rank’  of Modification A texts. R. 
Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 307.
166 This is given the letter G by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 154. 
twelfth or thirteenth century  (Volk, no. 151);167 N = Oxford, Magdalen College, ms. gr. 
4, fol. 1r – 222v and 231r – 235v, dated to 1063168  (Volk, no. 94);169  O’ = Jerusalem, 
Πατριαρχικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη, Fonds τοῦ Τιµίου Σταυροῦ 42, fol. 8r – 23v, 25r – 92v, 94r – 
125v, 127r – 129v, 131r – 137v and 139r – 202v, dated to the eleventh or twelfth century 
(Volk, no. 54);170  and the other O’ manuscript = Sankt Petersburg, Rossijskaja 
nacional’naja Biblioteka, Cod. gr. 379 (=Ganstrem Nr. 243), fol. 1r–4v, dated to the 
eleventh century (Volk, no. 59).
 The ‘contaminated’ texts comprise P, Q, Q’, R, R’, R’’, S, T, U1, U2, U2’, V. Of 
these eight contain the Apology chapter: P = Athens Ἐθνικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη τῆς Ἑλλάδος 
330 (olim Kloster Dusiku in Thessalien), fol. 19r – 193v and 195r – 200v, dated to the 
end of the tenth to the beginning of the eleventh century 171 (Volk, no. 6); Q = Athos 
Μονὴ Βατοπεδίου 384, fol. 3r – 183v, dated to the eleventh century (Volk, no. 12); R = 
Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale Universitaria B.IV.9 (= Cod. gr. 203; olim b.III.14), fol. 1r – 
32v, 43r – 138v, 140r – 146v and 148r – 149v, dated to the eleventh or twelfth century172 
(Volk, no. 146); S = Sinai, Μονὴ τῆς Ἁγίας Αἰκατερίνης, Cod. gr. 392 (454 Kamil), fol. 
2r-132v, dated to the eleventh century  (Volk, no. 141);173  T = Athos, Μονὴ Βατοπεδίου 
288, fol. 91r – 194v, dated to the eleventh century 174 (Volk, no. 11.1); U1 = Moskau, 
Gosudarstvennyj Istoričeskij Muzej, Sinodal’noe (Patriarišee) sobranie rukopisej, Cod. 
gr. 247 (Vladimir 400; Matthaei CCXXXIV; olim Athos, Μεγίστη Λαύρα), fol. 1r – 
39
167  B.L. Fonkič, ‘Un “Barlam et Joasaph” grec’ (1973): 13-20 thinks that the manuscript is dated to the 
twelfth century but the lemma is attributed to the fifteenth century. See also A.  Kazhdan, ‘Where,  when 
and by whom’ (1993): 1189.
168  Folio 235v notes the manuscript belongs to Deacon Leontis and was copied on 10th December 1063 
A.D..
169 This is given the letter O by B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129 and 154.
170  It must be noted that it’s parent,  text O = Ioannina, Ζωσιµαία Σχολή 1, 1r – 141v, is dated to the 
eleventh to twelfth century.
171  This is our earliest manuscript, with a possible date between 990 and 1010 A.D..  This manuscript 
evidence goes against Abuldaze’s statement that there are no manuscripts before the eleventh century (I.V. 
Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ [1966]: 21). The language contained within the manuscript is the reason why an 
early date is given. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 243-4 for a discussion of the manuscript. I 
am not convinced by the evidence presented by Volk and still question such an early dating.
172 A copy of this text, R’ (Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Ancien fonds grec 903 (olim Colbert. 
2800), fol. 1r – 194v) is included by Pouderon and Pierre, given by them the letter A and placed in the 
Modification B category, even though it is classed as ‘contaminated’ by Volk. They say that despite this 
text, of R’, being of a later date (fifteenth century) it belongs to Modification B, however it has been 
‘contaminated’.  Pouderon has included this manuscript because it served as the basis for Boissonade’s 
first edition (B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie [2003]: 129).
173 See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 440 for an interesting title to chapter 27 of B&I.
174 This is because there is a note from the owner made in the eleventh to twelfth century.
120v, 129r – 152v, 161r – 186v and 203r – 231v, dated to the tenth or eleventh century175 
(Volk, no. 74); U2’ = Athos, Μεγίστη Λαύρα Λ 188 (1679), fol. 8r – 113v and 116r – 
185v, dated to the twelfth or thirteenth century (Volk, no. 31);176  and V = Athos, Μονὴ 
Κουτλουµουσίου 5, fol. 60r-244v, dated to the middle of the eleventh century  (Volk, no. 
26).
 Modification C texts are W1, W2, and Kech (edition by S. Kechagioglu [Athens, 
1884])177  and all feature the Apology. The manuscripts themselves are as follows: W1 = 
Athos, Σκήτη Καυσοκαλυβίων 52 (olim 9), fol. 1r – 243v, dated to the fourteenth 
century (Volk, no. 25); W2 = Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, Ancien fonds grec 
1128, fol. 1r – 39v and 40v – 202v, dated to the fourteenth century (Volk, no.105); and 
Kechagioglu edition.
 Modification D texts are X, Y and Z, all of which feature the Apology. The 
manuscripts are as follows: X = Sinai, Μονὴ τῆς Ἁγίας Αἰκατερίνης, Cod. gr. 524 (747 
Kamil), fol. 135r – 195v, dated to the eleventh or twelfth century178 (Volk, no. 142); Y = 
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Cod. Baroccianus gr. 21, fol. 2r – 159r, dated to the twelfth 
century (Volk, no. 84); and Z = El Escorial, Real Biblioteca T.III.6 (=Cod. gr. 166; olim 
III.M.3 and IV.L.2’ olim Bibliothek des Matteo Dandolo, Nr. 103), fol. 1r – 115v, dated 
to the eleventh century (Volk, no. 42).179
 The differences between Volk’s six categories are as follows: The Urtext 
category is so-called because Volk suspects that these manuscripts contain the fewest 
corruptions. They are the closest we have to what we can call an ‘Archetypal’ form, 
although the Urtext itself is not the ‘Archetype’.180  The corruptions between each 
manuscript within the Urtext category are limited to single words of the text.
40
175 In folio 231v, the owner notes his name as the Metropolitan from Philippopel who found a manuscript 
from the Athos Monastery Μεγίστη Λαύρα. In 1775 the codex went to Moscow.
176  It is possible however that this may originate in the early fourteenth century.  It is noted that U2’  is a 
copy of U2, with the exception of chapter 27, the Apology chapter, so is not therefore a direct dependent. 
Volk does not go on to say which manuscript U2’ relies on for the Apology chapter. (See R. Volk, Barlaam 
et Ioasaph [2009]: 279-80).
177 I cannot locate this edition in any public libraries, it must therefore be held in a private library.
178 Volk says that manuscript X offers a ‘more complete text’  than the original: manuscript Z (See R. Volk, 
Barlaam et Ioasaph [2009]: 442-3).
179 Volk has made a mistake in his stemma. The earliest text in Modification D dates from the fourteenth 
century whereas in his description it is from the eleventh century. Modification C in the stemma has the 
earliest text in the eleventh century whereas in his description of the manuscripts the earliest manuscript 
is the fourteenth century. Therefore, Modification C should be labelled Modification D and vice versa.
180 See R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 452.
 Modification A texts show small changes, in the form of redactions of various 
kinds. Usually, however, manuscripts within this category make ‘ambiguous statements 
by incorrect reference’, or ‘content  comprehension difficulties have arisen’.181  The 
modifications in this group of manuscripts are deemed to have no significant impact on 
the reading of the text.182
 Modification B manuscripts borrow from those manuscripts categorised as 
Urtext or Modification A. According to Pouderon and Pierre, the manuscripts in 
Modification group B show ‘an obvious effort to improve the text, often badly’.183 
 The ‘contaminated’ category  is so-called because the manuscripts within it 
‘oscillate’ between Modifications A and B as well as Urtext.184
 Modification C manuscripts are seen as shortened versions of manuscripts from 
Modification B, often skipping theological discussions and shortening extensive phrases 
as well as the Apologues.185 
 Modification D is a later group of manuscripts, the earliest dating from the 
fourteenth century. According to Volk, their textual tradition is unclear, mainly because 
there is no older tradition to compare it to. It is believed to be a combination of the 
Urtext186 as well as Modifications A and B. Modification group D, however, is ‘adjusted 
for and provided with some modern group additions’;187  that is, the language has been 
updated to fit the time the manuscripts were written.
 It should be noted that Volk’s stemma is much longer than the one provided by 
Pouderon and Pierre (see below), and is available in Volume 1 of his work as a pull out 
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181 R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 452. Volk’s edition of B&I (as well as the Apology) is 
more ‘complete’ because refers to all the manuscripts available.  Previous scholars who have provided a 
critical edition of the Apology have all used different manuscripts. This has provided us with significant 
differences between other Apology critical additions. See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003); 
C. Alpigiano, Aristide di Atene (1988); J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907); E. Hennecke, ‘Rezension und 
Rekonstruktion’ (1893).
182 See R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 452.
183  B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 129. See also R. Volk, ‘Urtext und 
Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 453 for a description of some of these improvements the manuscripts of 
Modification B have tried to make.
184 See R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 453-4.
185 See R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 454-5. 
186 This is the result of a ‘Homoioteleuton’ (R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ [1993-4]: 455).
187 R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 455.
sheet. Volk however provides us with a shorter version of the stemma, which looks like 
this:188
! In the critical edition provided by Pouderon and Pierre, only the Urtext and 
Modifications A and B are taken into account. As has been noted, the French scholars 
attribute to the manuscripts letters corresponding to those used by  Volk, so that the 
stemma looks like this:189
42
188  I have not included all the details from Volk’s stemma, which is taken from R. Volk, ‘Urtext und 
Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 457, because there are some details which are irrelevant to our study here,  such 
as where the Russian or French versions of B&I stem from.
189 Taken from B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 136.
 c) Text comparison
 As we have discussed, there are both similarities and differences between the 
Georgian and Greek versions of the B&I text. The most important difference for our 
study of the Apology of Aristides is that, for the first time in the history of reception and 
transmission of B&I, the Apology has been added into the Greek version.  To find out 
the reasons for this insertion, we need to look in more detail at the differences and 
similarities between B&I and its parent text, the Balavariani. Some of the larger 
differences will be outlined below; however, the table in appendix 1 presents a side-by-
side comparison between the two texts, enabling us to look more closely into the 
content used in B&I, as well as the context of the Apology. 
 A key difference between B&I and the Balavariani is the number of biblical 
references littered throughout the opening paragraphs of the Greek version. The Greek 
has an introduction to the text, which contains a quote from Gregory Nazianzenus, In 
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laudem Athanasii (Oration 21) 386, 34.190  The Greek also contains religious truths 
about Christianity, referring to basic Christian ideas: Jesus was born from a Virgin’s 
womb; the Holy  Spirit was sent as a comforter; Christians are baptised in the Trinity. 
Further, the Greek adds how Thomas went to India to proclaim the Gospel; although 
this is not expounded upon by the Greek author. The Georgian contains literary  details 
that are omitted from the Greek version, for example the reasons why  the king hates the 
Christians so much.
 The Georgian text is peppered with ascetic ideas: ‘Rooted out the sources of lust, 
and devoted my  mind to the study of good and evil’ (1.3 Ge). The Greek text does 
contain some of these ideas: ‘luxury, the prosperity that deceives’ (2 Gk). However, they 
are superseded in the Greek version by the very many biblical quotes: the B&I text 
concentrates more on Jesus and the Gospel message than on ascetic ideas. The Greek 
tries to make the king more of an idolater than does the Georgian. For example, it refers 
to him offering sacrifices for Ioasaph’s birth, a reference not found in the Georgian 
version.191 
 The notable difference between chapter 4 in the Greek and 1.5-6 in the Georgian 
is the way in which martyrdom is portrayed. The Georgian version reads that  ‘their 
martyrdom (was) accomplished for the sake of Christ’ (1.6 Ge), whereas in the Greek it 
is said: ‘By fire were these servants of God made perfect, and received the Martyr’s 
crown’ (4 Gk). The importance of this difference will be further explained below. 
  Barlaam declares that he will test Ioasaph; however, in the Greek version there 
is no real testing of Ioasaph. Instead, Ioasaph asks questions and Barlaam provides 
answers. It seems that the redactor of B&I has forgotten the purpose of this section: the 
Greek has become prose on the nature of the Christian faith, rather than a test of 
Ioasaph’s beliefs. Moreover, the Greek text adds a number of biblical and church father 
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190  See G.R. Woodward and H. Mattingly, Barlaam and Ioasaph (1967): 2. Gregory Nazianzenus’ text is 
followed with works by Eusebius, Basilius, John of Damascus, Didymus, Hesiod, Sophronius 
Hierosolymitanus and passages from a number of Symeon Metaphrastes texts. Chapter 1 of B&I is 
littered with a variety of quotes or references to church fathers’ works. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph 
(2006): 6-13 for a full comparative list. Woodward and Mattingly do provide us with some parallels to 
church fathers texts, however Volk’s work is in more depth.  The Greek B&I version is littered with 
Biblical,  as well as church father quotes throughout the novel.  Because of the vast amount of quotes 
inserted, I will not mention further passages which have been inserted into the Greek text: the reader of 
this study needs to be aware of the sheer quantity of passages which the Greek redactor has placed into 
B&I.
191 Comparison between B&I 2-3 and Balavariani 1.3-4.
quotes, as well as doctrines about Christ, which can only  be described as creedal.192 
Furthermore, this section is important in that it describes how the Greek author views 
martyrdom: it is another baptism. Martyrdom is ‘the most  honourable, and reverend in 
all, inasmuch as its waters are not polluted by  fresh sin; which also our Lord underwent 
for our sakes, and rightly called it baptism’ (12 Gk). Although the Georgian does 
contain a similar description (1.6 Ge), there is no parallel focus on martyrdom (other 
than the statement that Christ underwent martyrdom). The Greek emphasises that 
martyrdom not only imitates Christ, but is the most holy action a man can take. 
Chapters 7 to 12 in the Greek can be described as Barlaam instructing Ioasaph in the 
Christian faith. These instructions could be understood by  a non-Christian reader, and 
therefore this section may be described as a series of reasons for belief in Christianity. It 
is however not an apology, as it does not attack other beliefs.193
 The Georgian text in 2.25 to 2.29, and 2.31 and 2.32 is a discourse on the 
Christian faith. The content  is not similar to chapters 7 to 12 of the Greek version, and 
the focus in the Georgian version is on how to keep one’s faith, and what Iodasaph194 
must be aware of, and must do, to stay firm in that faith. The purpose of the Georgian is 
very different from that  of the Greek, which has been set  out for someone of no faith to 
understand and possibly to bring them to the Christian faith.
 In chapters 18 to 21 of the Greek B&I, we can see how the formation of the 
narrative has been changed from the Georgian version. Before Barlaam leaves, he 
delivers a monologue to Ioasaph; however, the content is different between the 
Georgian and the Greek. The Georgian version is a reminder of how to live an ascetic 
life, whereas the Greek is a reminder of what Ioasaph has learnt about his Christian 
faith. Because the description of the Christian faith in the Greek contains ascetic ideals, 
the Georgian and Greek message is essentially the same: learning how to keep a 
Christian ascetic faith. However, the Greek has lost some of the ascetic pronouncements 
that can be found in the Georgian, which leads us to conclude that the Greek is not 
written specifically  for Christian ascetics, but for a wider Christian, and perhaps even 
non-Christian, audience. This could explain why the content of the parting monologue 
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192 See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 59-130.
193 Comparison between B&I 7-12 and Balavariani 2.13-14.
194 I use Iodasaph as a specific reference to the Georgian version of the novel. If there is a parallel passage 
in both versions of the novel I have used Ioasaph as this is the more familiar name of our protagonist. 
given by  Barlaam to Ioasaph differs between the Georgian and the Greek. Two further 
differences emerge from this comparative section. First, the Greek places more 
emphasis on the importance of baptism. Secondly, in the Greek, Barlaam prays with 
Ioasaph before he leaves. The Georgian contains only a few references to prayer, 
whereas the Greek not only has many more references to people praying, but also 
contains some of their prayers.195  In the Greek version prayer plays a major role in 
chapter 25, highlighting further the different uses of prayer between the Greek and the 
Georgian. Furthermore, we can see a development of apocalyptic theology in the Greek 
text. 
 There are a number of additional details in the Georgian that are missing in the 
Greek,196  notably the humanisation of the king by the Georgian author. While the Greek 
redactor portrays the king as a fervent  idolater who tortures and kills Christians, the 
Georgian describes the king’s emotions and reactions to his situation; for example, 
when the king is moved by Iodasaph’s faith (3.51 Ge), he is amazed at the wisdom his 
son imparts and ‘loved him still more deeply’ for that wisdom. These emotions and 
reactions are not focused on in the Greek. When Iodasaph sells all the items his father 
has given him, he sends them abroad to be sold. It is not a case only of additional 
narrative details, for the Georgian also details Christian ascetic ideas further: when 
Iodasaph receives the money from the items sold abroad, the Georgian is very precise in 
describing how he distributes his wealth. The Georgian also adds how Iodasaph takes 
prisoners into his care, as well as choosing a house that is fitting for himself. Instead, 
the Greek adds numerous church father quotes, but also draws on classical authors like 
Cicero, expanding upon ideas contained in the Georgian.197 
 The Georgian 3.60 shows a greater tenderness between the son (Iodasaph) and 
the father (Abenes), using biblical ideas such as that those who believe at  the eleventh 
hour are granted the same reward as those of the first (Matthew 20). In the Greek 
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195 A number of these are Ioasaph’s prayers.
196 Comparison between B&I 33 and Balavariani 3.52-6.
197  For example: when Ioasaph talks about building the temple and veneration of the cross, the Greek 
redactor uses John of Damascus, De fide orthodoxa 4.2; Minucius Felix, Octavius 27,  is referred to when 
the Greek redactor describes those who dwelt in altars and temples; when the novel describes how a man 
should rule, the Greek redactor draws upon Pope Agapetus I, Capitula Admonitoria 1, 2, 4 and 7; Cicero’s 
Pro Marcello 8181 is referred to by Ioasaph when discussing giving alms and the judgement of God. See 
R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 338-47. It is interesting how this Latin material has ended up in this 
Greek text: a study on how the redactor uses Latin works in B&I might reveal either close translations of 
the text, or how the redactor uses them as reference works.
version (35) Ioasaph uses instead a passage from Isaiah to comfort the king. We can see 
that the Georgian does use biblical imagery, although this is one of only  a few cases 
where it refers explicitly to a Bible passage.
 Now that we have assessed some of the divergences between the Greek and 
Georgian versions of B&I, it  is necessary to draw a final conclusion as to the 
fundamental differences between them. First and most important is the insertion of the 
Apology into the Greek, along with a wide range of church fathers, as well as Greek and 
Roman philosophers. The Apology is the earliest non-biblical Christian text the Greek 
redactor has inserted into the text of B&I. He has inserted Bible passages wherever he 
has deemed it possible to do so. Although the Georgian does contain some Bible 
passages, there are far fewer than in the Greek version. The Greek also shows a 
development in the theological content of B&I: religious truths, doctrine, baptismal 
instructions, prayers, martyrdom and apocalyptic theology have all been embellished 
upon by the Greek redactor. 
 The Balavariani and B&I contain differing background details, and what is 
included in one may  be absent in the other; some of these differences have been 
described above. However, the important point to stress here is that there are no major 
narrative differences between the two versions. In terms of the overarching narrative, 
the differences are subtle: in comparison with the Georgian version the Greek text 
portrays the king quite negatively, and it has lost some of its ascetic roots. 
 The purpose of the Greek text is different from that of the Georgian. This is first 
evident in chapters 7 to 12 of B&I, where the Greek redactor adds a large chunk of text 
that is not comparable to the Georgian parent text. While the Georgian text is a novel, 
written for ascetic Christians to help them remain firm in their ascetic faith, the Greek 
contains basic descriptions of Christian belief, and therefore could be understood by 
someone who knows nothing of Christianity. Therefore, the Greek text can be described 
as a Christian novel aimed at both Christians and non-Christians, with the purpose of 
promoting the Christian faith in all its glory.
 The differences can be summarised as follows:
• The Greek adds: the Apology, church fathers, classical authors and more Bible quotes 
(although the Georgian does use the Bible already). The Greek also includes religious 
truths, doctrine, baptism instructions, prayers, and apocalyptic theology, and looks 
upon martyrdom with great enthusiasm.
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• There are only small narrative differences between the Greek and the Georgian.
• The Greek takes a negative view of the king.
• The Georgian contains more ascetic ideals.
• The Greek has lost its purpose as laid out in the Georgian parent. The Georgian 
purpose is to help keep one’s ascetic faith, whereas the Greek is intended to help 
someone of no faith to come to faith.
4) Latin
 We have discussed briefly the importance of the Latin version of B&I.198 
However, to understand the actual depth and bredth of importance this Latin version 
had, it is necessary to first  understand the background to the Latin version. This will 
enable us to bring into the discussion not just the textual transmission of the Greek 
version of the Apology, but also the Latin version of the Apology contained in the Latin 
B&I.  The first Latin translation199  of the Greek B&I, known now as the ‘Naples 
version’, was made in Constantinople in 1048 A.D.. A second Latin version was 
composed in either the eleventh or twelfth century, and from it numerous shorter Latin 
versions were created.200  Later vernacular translations, made from the thirteenth to the 
fifteenth century, derived from the second Latin version of B&I.201  The Naples version 
exists only in a fourteenth century copy, and is therefore not the earliest form of the 
Latin manuscript tradition. It is possible to date the copied parent text of the Naples 
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198  Later vernacular versions derived from the Latin version. See J. Sonet, Le roman de Barlaam et 
Joasaphat (1949): 119-260.
199 J.M. Gázquez, Hystoria Barlae et Iosaphat (1997). This has not yet been translated into English. For a 
discussion on this manuscript see D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxxvi-xxvii; H. Peri, ‘Ancienne 
traduction latine’  (1959): 169-89; P.  Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’  (1931): 276-312. For a 
description on the contents of the rest of the Naples manuscript folios see H. Peri, ‘La plus ancienne 
traduction latine’ (1959): 173. See also E. Creazzo, ‘La cornice del Barlaam e Josaphat’ (2003): 341-58 
who begins to look at the Latin versions and beyond, as well as the frame which B&I takes.
200  For a stemma of these manuscripts see G. Dapelo, ‘Il romanzo latino’  (2001): 194. In BHL 979b, the 
Naples manuscript states it was the Georgian Euthymius, of Mount Athos, whom the Greek B&I was 
attributed to. BHL 979, which is the second Latin translation from the twelfth century,  attributes the 
Greek B&I to John of Damascus. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): viii; D.M. Lang, ‘St. 
Euthymius’ (1955): 308.
201  See K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 25; J.C. Hirsh,  Barlam and Iosaphat (1986): xix. 
Some of these vernacular versions made their way into Germany, France, the Netherlands,  Romania, 
Provence, Italy, Spain, Norway, Portugal and Russia (see ibidem). It also made its way to England 
through one of the shorter Latin versions known as Legenda Aurea which is described as ‘the direct 
ancestor of the Middle English shorter versions of B&I’  (K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat [1999]: 25). 
In the Legenda Aurea, the Biblical quotations and the Apology of Aristides are reduced (ibidem). See C. 
Cordoni, Barlaam und Josaphat (2014): 77-440 for a comprehensive list, and full description of all 
languages, and their respective different versions, as well as a full bibliographical list and manuscript 
traditions.
version to 1048 A.D., because a rendering in the manuscript that reads: ‘It was in the 
sixth year of Constantine Monomachus’ reign [June 1048 – June 1049 A.D.]202  a noble 
man named Leo brought to the translator, whose name is unknown, the Greek novel of 
B&I and asked him to translate it  into Latin. This took place in the year 1048 A.D., 
which was when the translator was in his sixtieth year and the thirty-first of his 
residence in Constantinople.’203
 The Latin manuscript, Naples Cod. B. N. VIII.B.10, is dated to the fourteenth 
century. It is included within Volk’s Modification A classification. Volk believes the 
Naples manuscript is close to manuscripts H204  and J of the Greek text:205  both are 
classified as Modification A and dated to the eleventh century.206  There has been very 
little scholarly  interest regarding the differences between the different Latin versions of 
B&I.207 In 1997, Gázquez published the Naples Latin version and compared only small 
sections of the Latin text to the Greek B&I version. He concluded that the Naples 
version tends to amplify the Greek version, with an ‘overabundance of explanations and 
justifications’208  that are especially prominent in chapter 1 of B&I. However, as can be 
seen from appendix 2, the Apology chapter in the Naples version closely follows the 
Greek version of B&I, with only a few minor alterations and additions.
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202 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 88; D.M. Lang ‘Introduction’ (1966): xxvi; J.  Sonet, Le roman de 
Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949):63-5; R.L. Wolff, ‘Barlaam and Ioasaph’ (1939): 135. 
 P. Chiesa, ‘Ambiente e tradizioni’  (1983): 524-6, 43 explains why some prefer a 1048-1049 A.D. 
dating and why some like he himself as well as P.  Peeters,  ‘La première traduction latine’  (1931): 280 
prefer a 1047-1048 A.D. dating. There is a split opinion on dating because there are three sources which 
date the reign of Constantine Monachus IX: two which favour the sixth year being 1048 A.D., whereas 
one favours 1047 A.D. as being the sixth year of his reign. 
203 See D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxvi-xxviii. See also R.L.  Wolff, ‘Barlaam and Ioasaph’ (1939): 
133-7.
204 Sofia, Naučen centăr za slavjano-vizantiksji proučvanija “akad. Ivan Dujčev” kăm Sofijski Universitet 
“Kliment Ochridski”,  Cod. gr. 270 [a. 1926-1976] Sofia, Bălgarska Akademija na naukite III 470, olim [a. 
1917-1926] ibidem Ƃ. 180 = catal.  Sís mss. Kos. membr. 128 [= Kp. 73 Katsaros], olim Kosinitsa sine 
numero), fol. 1r – 64v, 72r – 111v, 117r – 132v, 139r – 162v and 168r – 231v.
205  Moskau,  Gosudarstvennyj Istoričeskij Muzej, Sinodal’noe (Patriarišee) sobranie rukopisej, Cod. gr. 
246 (Vladimir 399; Matthaei CCXXXIII; olim Athos, Μονή Ἰβήρων), fol. 2r – 240v.
206 R. Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikation’ (1993-1994): 458-9.
207 No scholar has undertaken a comparison between the different Latin versions of B&I. For a discussion 
on the Latin texts see C. Cordoni, Barlaam und Josaphat (2014): 58-76; G. Dapelo, ‘Il romans 
latino’ (2001): 179-220; P. Chiesa, ‘Ambiente e tradizioni’  (1983): 521-544; L.R. Mills, ‘L’histoire de 
Barlaam et Josaphat’ (1973): 7-27; H. Peri, ‘La plus ancienne traduction latine’ (1959): 169-89; J. Sonet, 
Le roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 71-116; B. de Gaiffer, ‘G.  Moldenhauer, Die Legende’ (1930): 
428-9; G. Moldenhauer, Die Legende von Barlaam (1929); J. de Billy, Histoire de Barlaam (1574): 
116-23.
208 J.M. Gázquez, Hystoria Barlae et Iosaphat (1997): xviii.
 The textual transmission of this once Buddhist novel is complex, and there can 
be no unanimous and final agreement upon it. However, if Lang’s stemma is correct, 
then he provides us with a plausible textual transmission theory of how the Life of 
Buddha became the Christian B&I. Although we have already compared the Greek and 
Georgian versions of B&I, let us look now at the content of the Greek version alone, to 
get a better picture of how the Greek story flows, and how the Apology fits in to the 
text.
ii) The Content of B&I
  The Greek novel B&I is about the life of one man: Ioasaph, the son of Abenner, 
king of the Indians. The king is an idolater who persecutes Christians (chapter 1), and 
upon hearing an astrologer’s prophecy that Ioasaph will embrace Christianity, he builds 
for his son a palace where no one, except those most trusted, are able to see him. 
Furthermore the king intensifies his persecution of Christians (chapter 3), burning 
monks or pursuing them out of the country until none remain, except those who have 
managed to hide (chapter 4). 
 When Ioasaph grows older he learns the nature of his imprisonment and receives 
the ‘word of salvation’ (chapter 5). Through ‘divine revelation’ (chapter 6) Barlaam, a 
hermit, learns of Ioasaph’s distress and travels to meet and talk with him.  Through the 
use of cunning he gains access to the prince and imparts his wisdom on Christianity, 
speaking through biblical parables and other stories, through doctrine and through a 
series of apologues. Their conversation, related from chapter 6 to chapter 21, ends with 
Ioasaph being baptised (chapter 19). Ioasaph’s tutor Zardan, troubled by  the number of 
Barlaam’s visits, decides to eavesdrop  (chapter 21). Eventually, Zardan tells the king 
about the nature of these visits, despite Ioasaph’s pleas that he should not do so (chapter 
22). 
 The king plots with his counsellor Araches to recover Ioasaph’s idolatry  (chapter 
23). Araches pursues Barlaam, but unable to find him, he locates a man named Nachor 
who will impersonate Barlaam and try to show Ioasaph the error of his ways. Nachor is 
brought to the king, disguised as Barlaam, and Ioasaph is told that Barlaam has been 
captured. However, Ioasaph learns the truth about the fake capture of Barlaam through a 
vision. The king pleads with Ioasaph to renounce Christianity and return to worshipping 
50
the king’s gods. Ioasaph responds by declaring his Christian faith and his intention to 
abstain from idolatry (chapter 24). The king lays a trap, declaring that Ioasaph will 
inherit his kingdom, but Ioasaph sees the trap and declines the offer (chapter 25). 
Therefore, the king offers to hold a debate about the truth of religions; Ioasaph visits 
Nachor to impart the seriousness of this and Nachor dreads Ioasaph’s resolve to plead 
his cause in good faith (chapter 26). Nachor’s lengthy defence of the Christian religion 
(chapter 27, the Apology chapter) is a triumph, and after the debate is called to a close, 
Nachor seeks salvation and goes into the desert (chapter 28). 
 An idol priest and magician by the name of Theudas goes to the king and 
together they plot to ensnare Ioasaph once more (chapter 29). Theudas casts a spell over 
Ioasaph, but the prince fights the spell (chapter 30). Theudas goes to meet Ioasaph to 
argue with him (chapter 31), which results in Theudas’ conversion (chapter 32). With no 
choices left, the king gives Ioasaph half his kingdom. Ioasaph builds Christian temples, 
and gives away all his wealth, so that his fame outshines his father’s (chapter 33). 
Ioasaph goes to speak with his father (chapter 34), which results in the king finally 
denouncing idolatry and handing to Ioasaph his half of the kingdom, so that Christianity 
prospers throughout (chapter 35). 
 Ioasaph makes his friend Barachias king, and retires to the desert (chapter 36), 
seeking out Barlaam (chapter 37). After two years Ioasaph finds Barlaam and they dwell 
together for many  years (chapter 38). Barlaam later dies (chapter 39) and Ioasaph 
spends another 35 years in the desert, where he too dies. When Barachias learns of 
Ioasaph’s death, he brings back the bodies of both men, whom he makes into saints 
(chapter 40).
 Our short outline of the narrative’s plot shows the crucial importance that the 
Apology has in this redaction, as it marks the turn in the novel. It is placed centre stage 
and makes this Greek version to what it has become, an introductory  literature for 
theologically educated Christian, high ended society, converts to the monastic life.209
iii) Authorship and Date (with an alternative textual tradition)
 As we have seen, there is some dispute as to the textual transmission of B&I. It 
is equally important to discuss the authorship of the Greek B&I text as it is to 
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209 Which is why the theory of John of Damascus as author does, at first, seem plausible.
understand the environment in which the text was translated, or even redacted. 
Furthermore, if we know the author or redactor of B&I, then we may be able to discern 
more clearly why the Apology has been inserted into the novel. Similar to the discussion 
around the textual transmission of the novel, there is no unanimous scholarly opinion on 
the authorship of B&I.  There are five potential authors: a monk known as ‘John’, who 
flourished around 600 A.D.; John of Damascus; St. Euthymius from Mount Athos; 
Theophanes and John Malalas. Of these five, only the first three have gained main 
stream support. Attribution of authorship of B&I to Theophanes is only put forward by 
Kazhdan who claims that the author of B&I ‘interrupts the monotony of his narration 
with parables. This is something Theophanes does, albeit more frequently.’210  Despite 
this evidence, Kazhdan admits that Theophanes was probably not the author of B&I. 
The theory that John Malalas is the author, or redactor, of B&I is put forward by 
Robinson who notes the number of similarities between Malalas and the Passion of St. 
Catherine.211  We now know that the recension of the Passion of St. Catherine used in 
B&I is by Symeon Metaphrastes.212  Therefore, of John the monk, John of Damascus 
and St. Euthymius, who was the author of B&I?
 The first possible author of B&I is John the monk, or John Sabaite,213 known to 
have been at St. Sabas monastery  until 602/3 A.D.; he died either in Rome in 620 
A.D.214  or at Saint Sabas in 634.215  In his thesis, Zotenberg tries to undermine the 
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210 A. Kazhdan, A History of Byzantine literature (1999): 234. For a chronological discussion of authors’ 
opinions as to who wrote B&I (instead of a ‘thematic’  discussion) see E. Khintibidze, Literary Contacts 
(1996): 192-207. 
211 See J.A. Robinson, ‘Passion of St. Catherine’ (1923-4): 253.
212 R. Volk, ‘Symeon Metaphrastes’ (1996): 88-111.
213  H. Zotenberg,  ‘Notice’ (1887): 76. His thesis has support from B. Lourié, ‘India “Far beyond 
Egypt”’ (2011): 156-7, 160; A. D’Alès, ‘L’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1924): 359; O. Bardenhewer, 
Geschichte, Erster Band (1902): 189; J. Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896); E. Hennecke,  ‘Aristides-
Apologie’ (1893): 46; E. Kuhn, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’ (1893): 1-88; K. Krumbacher,  Geschichte der 
Byzantinischen Litteratur (1897): 887; A. Erhard, ‘Das griechische Kloster’ (1893): 48; E. Rehatsek and 
T.W. Rhys Davids, ‘King’s Son and the Ascetic’ (1890): 119.
214  See P. Devos, ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 101; H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 
76.
215  P. Devos, ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 103. See S. Vailhe ‘Jean 
Mosch’ (1901-2): 107-116 who places his death in either 619 A.D. or 634 A.D.. See a response by F. 
Halkin, ‘Jean Moschus’ (1947): 287. See also M.-J. Rouët de Journel, Jean Moschus (1946): 11 who 
agrees with Vailhe. For a description of John the monk’s life see E.  Khintibidze, Literary Contacts 
(1996): 155-8; S. Vailhe ‘Jean Mosch’ (1901-2): 107-16.
manuscript evidence attributing B&I to either Euthymius216 or John of Damascus. This 
is especially important as the theory that either Euthymius or John of Damascus was the 
author of B&I existed as early as the eleventh century.217 Around 300 years previous to 
Zotenberg Jean de Billy218  argues in detail that B&I was of a similar style of John of 
Damascus. Zotenberg argues in meticulous detail, both on stylistic grounds and in terms 
of content, against that view.219 First, the author of B&I draws on more sources than just 
works by John of Damascus.220  Further, the theology of B&I ‘significantly differs from 
the theology  of John Damascene’:221 it is consistent with the dogma of the authors of the 
Eastern Orthodox Church of the sixth and seventh centuries, where ascetic doctrine 
occupied a dominant position.222  Zotenberg concludes that B&I was written after the 
new doctrine in the East was produced in 620 A.D..223  Although there is some later 
theology regarding free will, which has been redacted later, the backbone of B&I dates 
to the late sixth or early seventh century.224
 Zotenberg discusses the transmission of the Greek version of B&I. He believes 
the existence of this text to be due entirely to John the monk; whereas others who 
support Zotenberg have suggested that a Greek version was in existence before the 
Georgian version.225  Similarly, he does not  discuss the lemma and the problems that 
53
216  Who states the manuscript evidence supporting John is far greater than the evidence for Euthymius. 
Further, ‘the beginnings of Georgian literature ... only date from the second half of the X century’ and 
could not therefore attribute B&I to Euthymius. See H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 9-10.
217 In 1085 A.D., Michael of Antioch wrote about John of Damascus’  life. Here he states that John was the 
author of the B&I novel.  See A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1190; F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al 
libro de Dölger’  (1953): 478; F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 62; G. Graf,  ‘Das arabische 
Original’ (1913): 168. See also G. Graf, Geschichte (1944): 546-8. Wolf thinks Michael inserted into the 
lemma,  which originally attributed B&I to John the monk, ‘of Damascus’ for completeness. See R.L. 
Wolff, ‘The Apology of Aristides’  (1937): 246-7.  The poet Gui de Cambrai composes a verse in 1215 
A.D. who states that B&I was translated by John of Damascus. See H. Peri, ‘La plus ancienne traduction 
latine’ (1959): 180. See A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1192.
218 J. de Billy, Histoire de Barlaam (1574).
219 See H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 13-34.
220 See H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 22, 29.
221 H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 37.
222 H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 36. See also M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 18.
223 This date also falls before the genesis of Islam. See below for a discussion on this.
224 H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 55, 77.
225  See S. Nutsubidze,  Varlaame i Ioasaf (1956): 75. This conclusion is questioned by E. Khintibidze, 
Literary Contacts (1996): 156; P. Devos, ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 103. 
arise with this.226 Zotenberg makes ‘haphazard observations’ concerning the theology of 
B&I and the text imitating the style of the Byzantines.227 Therefore, we need to ask what 
physical evidence exists to support the attribution of authorship to John the Monk. In 
fact, there is very little. We have a number of lemmata of B&I that attribute the novel to 
John the monk, as well as some language arguments concerning the Byzantine period. 
Beyond this we know very little about John the monk, and Blake has suggested that 
literary  tradition has tried to create a place for him, where there is none. Other writers 
contemporary  with John the monk were far more active, such as John Moschos and 
Sophronius, whose literary activity at Lavra (not far from Sabas) is well known.228 
Zotenberg’s thesis contains a number of plausible arguments concerning the attribution 
of authorship of B&I to John of Damascus. How have subsequent scholars dealt with 
Zotenberg’s challenging thesis?
 The majority of scholarship up until the early twentieth century has been more 
inclined to believe St. John of Damascus was the translator and author of B&I.229 
Modern scholarship has changed that view, having produced better weighted arguments 
that suggest B&I was translated metaphrastically  from the Georgian into the Greek by 
St. Euthymius, and then redacted by a contemporary of his.230  There are potential 
difficulties with attributing the Greek B&I to the church father: first of all, if John of 
Damascus was the author, why does the earliest manuscript of B&I date to 300 years 
after his death?231  To date, we know of no Greek version of the text that may have 
existed before the tenth century. Furthermore, how can the question of the Georgian text 
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226 This will be discussed in detail below.
227 A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1193.
228 R.P. Blake, ‘La littérature grecque’ (1965): 374-5.
229  R. van den Broek, ‘Eugnostos and Aristides’  (1988): 203; H.-G.  Beck, Kirche und theologische 
Literature (1959): 35-40; H. Peri, ‘La plus ancienne traduction latine’ (1959): 169; G. Garitte ‘Georges 
l’Hagorites’ (1958): 57-63; F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953); E. Cosquin, ‘La légende’  (1880): 579; B. 
Dorn, ‘Josaphat und Barlaam’ (1852): 305-23.
230 P. Peeters (‘La première traduction latine’ [1931]: 276-312) was the first to recognise this. Modern 
scholars appear to predominantly fall into one of two camps. The first is those who support the theory that 
John of Damascus is the author and redactor of B&I. Often, these scholars refer to, and draw from, 
Dölger’s thesis. The second camp are those who support Lang (and previous to him, Peeters) and the 
theory that Euthymius is the translator of B&I. The reason why a lot of this secondary discussion deals 
with mainly Lang or Dölger is because there has been little added to the field, of the authorship 
attribution problem of B&I, since these two scholars debated the issue over sixty years ago.
231  See P. Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’  (1931): 276-312; F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de 
Dölger’ (1953): 476.
be dealt with, when the Georgian itself was made after the death of John of Damascus? 
Let us delve into this conundrum further.
 The use of abundant quotations from John of Damascus has led some scholars232 
‘to revive the attribution contained in certain later mediaeval manuscripts’ of B&I (i.e. 
the lemma).233  There are over a hundred parallel passages to John of Damascus, with 
further parallels to the works of other church fathers.234 Here, we must bear in mind that 
relying upon parallels alone, without considering the context or other possible 
influences upon the text, can be dangerous and lead to false assumptions.235  We must 
also exercise caution as to what the parallels consist of: for example ‘quotations from 
the Bible or from well-known liturgical texts’.236  F. Dölger is guilty in this respect: he 
produces over a hundred parallel passages between John of Damascus and B&I. A 
number of these passages however, some of which are discussed by  G. Downey and F. 
Halkin, concern either the Bible or other church father texts.237
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232  Such as F. Dölger,  Barlaam-Roman (1953) and more recently A. Kazhdan, A History of Byzantine 
literature (1999): 96-7. See also ibid: 100-2 who compares St. John of Damascus’ Enkomion of St. 
Barbara to B&I. B&I contains similar ascetic ideas which are comparable to St. Barbara, although these 
ascetic ideas may be sourced from elsewhere and not specifically B&I. We will discuss the attribution of 
B&I to John of Damascus, but would John of Damascus have borrowed from his own works and inserted 
them into the novel? The same can be said regarding the claim that Symeon Metaphrastes was the 
redactor of the B&I.
233  D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balahvar (1957): 57. These authorship attributions which are contained in the 
lemmata of manuscripts will be discussed in detail below.
234  See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 69-104. In a later article, Dölger states that he does not 
understand why others have opposed his thesis and its parallels to John of Damascus’  work. See Franz 
Dölger, ‘Der griechische Barlaamroman’ (1955): 215. 
235 See C.M. Byrne ‘Biographical Clues’ (1966): 191-2.
236  D.M. Lang, Wisdom of Balhavar (1957): 57. See also G. Downey, ‘Der griechische Barlaam-
Roman’ (1956): 166-8 who writes in depth about the caution which must be used when we delve into the 
use of parallels between John of Damascus’ texts and B&I. 
237 See G. Downey,  ‘Der griechische Barlaam-Roman’ (1956): 166-8 who discusses five parallel passages 
(with reference to F. Dölger, Der Griechische Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 69-104, sections 11, 24,  37, 73 
and 93) which can be identified as quotations of scripture (G. Downey. ‘Der griechische Barlaam-
Roman’ [1956]: 166). Looking at the first forty parallels, F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de Dölger’ (1953): 
475-80 discusses a further five parallels made by Dölger (see F. Dölger, Der Griechische Barlaam-Roman 
[1953]: 69-104 sections 2,  5, 9, 19, 40) which are borrowed from the Psalms or New Testament. The 
sentence structure in Symeon Metaphrastes is a lot simpler than B&I which is why some still prefer John 
of Damascus as author. See R. Volk, ‘Symeon Metaphrastes’ (1996): 135. No scholar has yet produced a 
text comparison between B&I,  John of Damascus and Symeon Metaphrastes of similarities and 
differences between these texts.
 Dölger is the one of the more modern scholars who support the authorship of 
B&I to John of Damascus.238  It is possible to hypothesise that the translator or redactor 
was ‘permeated by  the writings of St. John Damascene to such an extent as to know 
them virtually  by  heart, and borrow quotations and reminiscences from them on every 
possible occasion’.239 Such a hypothesis is plausible, because one potential translator of 
the Georgian text into Greek is St. Euthymius, who was certainly  ‘permeated’ by the 
works of John of Damascus; indeed, he translated many of his writings into Georgian.240 
 We have seen in the comparison between the Georgian and Greek B&I texts how 
many other external sources were inserted by a translator or redactor. Potentially all of 
the parallel passages to John of Damascus could have been inserted later. This 
conclusion is based on the view of modern scholarship  that the Greek relies on the 
Georgian Balavariani. Dölger, however, thought the Greek relied on a previous Syriac 
version (this was because the only Georgian text available to him was the smaller 
Wisdom of Balahvar – the Balavariani was yet to be published). 
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238 F. Dölger (Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 61-9 for a more in depth discussion) points to four main pieces of 
evidence to support his attribution of authorship, all of which shall be expounded upon below:
1) The hand-written testimony
2) The identity of the theological and polemical position
3) The consensus in the theological formulations
4) The correspondence in characteristic elements of composition and stylisation.
 Dölger, in refuting Zotenberg,  declares that the Biblical passages are closer to the works of John 
of Damascus than the original Bible passages (see F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 50). Downey and 
Halkin have already discussed how a number of these passages are closer to the original Bible passage 
than to the work of John of Damascus.
 In my own assessment I have discovered that a number of Dölger’s comparative work between 
B&I and John of Damascus’ texts are not at all similar. For example, looking at the first thirty 
comparisons given to us by Dölger (see F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 69-104), sections 6, 7, 21 and 
28 contain little affinity to one another. Similarly,  section 23 contains a small section of B&I: comparing 
only a few words from a work of John of Damascus before jumping to a different chapter,  where only a 
few more words are compared before he jumps to a different chapter again. Furthermore, section 28 could 
be described as a ‘truth’ of Christianity.
 There are a number of suitable comparisons between John of Damascus’ works and the B&I text.  
For example number 14 and 26 are large portions of texts which suggest a high level of similarity 
between B&I and John of Damascus’ work.
239  See F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de Dölger’, (1953): 478. We can say something similar to that of the 
attribution of authorship of the books of Timothy which were originally thought to be by the hand of St. 
Paul. We now know that Paul did not write 1 or 2 Timothy but someone was imitating his style (see U. 
Schnelle, Apostle Paul [2002]: 3-5; F. Young, Pastoral Letters [1994]: 122). I am not suggesting that the 
author of B&I intentionally drew upon the style of John of Damascus but, as Halkin proposed, that the 
author of B&I knew the works of St. John well enough to fall into a similar style of writing. See also D. 
M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 321.
240 See M. Brière ‘Lettres georgiennes chretiennes’ (1957): 82-4; D. M. Lang, Lives and Legends (1957): 
155-68; M. Tarchnišvili, Geschichte der Kirchlichen Georgischen Literatur (1955): 131-54; M. 
Tarchnišvili,  ‘Anfänge’ (1954): 116-20; R. P. Blake, ‘Georgian theological Literature’ (1924): 50-64 for a 
list of works St. Euthymius translated.
  Dölger uses the lemma, that states how the text came into being, to attribute 
authorship  of the novel to John of Damascus.241 Some of these lemmata are quite clear 
and specific in recognising John of Damascus as author; in fact we have twenty-three 
manuscripts,242  as well as BHL 979, which identify him as author. For example, the 
lemma of W1 reads:
Ἱστορία ψυχωφελὴς ἐκ τῆς τῶν ἐνδοτέρων Αἰθιόπων χώρας, τῆς Ἰνδῶν 
λεγοµένης, πρὸς τὴν  ἀγίαν πόλιν µετενεχθεῖσα διὰ Ἰωάννου µοναχοῦ τοῦ 
Δαµασκηνοῦ, ἀνδρὸς τιµίου καὶ ἐναρέτου µονῆς τοῦ ἀγίου Σάββα, 
δυηγουµένη τὸν βίον Βαρλαὰµ καὶ Ἰωάσαφ.243
Zotenberg244  claimed that no manuscript dating from before the fifteenth century 
contains the lemma attributing B&I to John of Damascus. Not until recently, when Volk 
produced a critical edition of B&I, have we been able to view all the manuscripts in one 
edition and prove Zotenberg’s claim to be incorrect. Volk’s critical edition is vital, as 
previously  many  manuscripts had remained unpublished, and only  a small selection had 
been used in the earlier critical tradition of the B&I text. From Volk’s critical edition we 
can see that there are five manuscripts that are dated before the fifteenth century and 
name John of Damascus as author of B&I.245  The earliest  of the five manuscripts, 
although containing only a few folios of B&I, is from the thirteenth century: Jerusalem, 
Πατριαρχικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη, Fonds τοῦ Τιµίου Σταυροῦ 42, fol. 6r – 7v and 203r. Volk 
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241 F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 4-15.
242 See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006).
243 Folio 1r.
244 H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 3-4. Re-iterated by R. L. Wolff, ‘Barlaam and Ioasaph’ (1939): 131.
245  The first manuscript is Augsburg, Universitätsbibliothek OeW Cod. I. 1. 2º 1 (olim Maihingen bzw. 
Harburg, Fürstl. Oettingen-Wallersteinische Bibliothek I 1, fol. 1, eventuell olim Bibliothek von Markus 
Fugger [† 1597]), fol. 1v (this manuscript is dated between the fourteenth and fifteenth century, and is 
number 65b in Volk’s work). The second manuscript is Jerusalem, Πατριαρχικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη, Fonds τοῦ 
Τιµίου Σταυροῦ 42, fol. 6r – 7v and 203r. (This manuscript is dated to the thirteenth century, and is 
number 541 in Volk’s work.) The third manuscript is Kairo, Πατριαρχικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη (Library of the 
Patriarch of Alexandria at Cairo), Cod. ? (This manuscript is dated to the fourteenth century. It proceeds 
number 542 and precedes number 56. The manuscript itself is not numbered by Volk. See R. Volk, 
Barlaam et Ioasaph [2009]: 335). The fourth is Paris,  Bibliothèque nationale de France, Ancien fonds 
grec 907 (olim Delamare._Reg. 2380,2), fol 1r – 111r (this manuscript is dated between the fourteenth and 
fifteenth century and is number 99 in Volk’s work). The fifth and final manuscript before the fifteenth 
century which attributes John of Damascus as the author of B&I is Vatikanstadt, Biblioteca Apostolica 
Vaticana, Cod. Palatinus gr. 201, fol. 1r – 106r (this is dated to the thirteenth century although Volk is 
unsure about this due to its similarities to a manuscript from 1633. It is number 133 in Volk’s work).
believes this Jerusalem manuscript provides ‘probably the oldest title ... explicitly 
attributed to John of Damascus’.246
 There are some earlier lemmata which mention only a ‘John’. Dölger argues that 
these are referring to John of Damascus,247  since we know he was a monk at the Sabas 
monastery.248  It  is possible to speculate that a later copyist  noticed the similarities 
between B&I and John of Damascus, as well as the reference to John, and decided to 
ascribe authorship of B&I to John of Damascus.249 The fact that John of Damascus was 
at the Sabas monastery does not mean the ‘John’ in some of the lemmata is John of 
Damascus. Most of the manuscripts that acknowledge ‘John the monk’ in their lemma 
are older than the lemmata that ascribe authorship  to John of Damascus. For example, if 
we take the lemma from manuscript D from the eleventh century:
Ἱστορία ψυχωφελὴς δηλοῦσα τὸν βίον τῶν ὁσίων πατέρων ἡµῶν Βαρλαὰµ 
καὶ Ἰωάσαφ µετενεχθεῖσα ἐκ τῆς ἐνδοπτέρων τῶν Αἰθιόπων χώρας, τῆς 
Ἰνδῶν  λεγοµένης, πρὸς τὴν ἀγίαν πόλιν  διὰ Ἰωάννου µοναχοῦ, ἀνδρὸς 
τιµίου καὶ ἐναρέτου µονῆς τοῦ ἀγίου Σάβα.250
Comparing this with the lemma that attributes authorship to John of Damascus, we can 
see that beyond some internal rearrangement of the content, the core difference is the 
introduction ‘of Damascus’ in the former lemma.
 If we put to one side the similarities and differences between the two lemmata 
and undertake a more contextual examination, we can see that both are rather 
‘incongruous’,251  in the way Ethiopia and India are confused. John of Damascus would 
not get this wrong: in his Expositio Fidei, John knows of the Indian Ganges and of the 
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246 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 332.
247 See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 59.
248 See S. Vailhe,  ‘Mar-Saba’ (1898): 34-9. The monastery however was sacked by the Arabs in 809 A.D. 
and from then on ceased to produce luxury manuscripts. According to R.P. Blake, (‘La littérature 
grecque’  [1965]: 378) ‘Palestine-Greek literature died off in the ninth century.’ Some scholars are 
convinced that despite the sacking of Saint Sabas, manuscripts were still produced in the eighth and ninth 
centuries. See C. Mango, ‘Sacra Parallela: a review’ (1982): 161-3. See also A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when 
and by whom’ (1993): 1198-9; A. Erhard, ‘Das griechische Kloster’ (1893): 49-54; S.  Vailhe, ‘Mar-
Saba’ (1898): 22-44.
249  Alternatively the copyist may have relied upon Michael of Antioch’s Life of John of Damascus.  See 
footnote 244.
250 Folio 1r.
251 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxi.
Nile that flows from Ethiopia to Egypt.252  Additionally, John the monk, whether this is 
John of Damascus or not, is merely the carrier of the book, and not the translator.253 
Dölger himself admits that the lemma cannot have been written by John of Damascus, 
but was made by a copyist in the Sabas monastery,254  who simplified the phrasing to 
‘the author was called John, and was a monk of the Sabas monastery at Jerusalem’.255 It 
is difficult to understand where Dölger is getting his information from, as he does not 
state which manuscript he is quoting when he comes to this conclusion. Furthermore, 
we can see how inconsistent the lemma is in identifying John as the carrier of the book. 
Because the lemmata suggest different authors,256  we cannot conclude on that evidence 
alone who the author is. Let us explore further other arguments, not based on the 
lemma, and see whether these arguments solve the problem of attribution of authorship 
of B&I. If  John of Damascus was the author of B&I,  how did he come across the text?
 Dölger suggests that the text came to John of Damascus through a Syriac 
version, which is needed after a Pahlavi version, or indeed possibly  an Arabic version, 
because ‘Syriac was the main conduit  pipe through which ... Oriental treasures were 
added to Greco-Byzantine literature’.257  Dölger creates a hypothetical story in which 
John of Damascus encountered an earlier form of B&I, which the church father then 
made into the B&I version we now know.258  Dölger says that some ‘pious men’ from 
India came to John of Damascus, who was in Palestine, at the monastery of St. Sabas, 
and recited to him from their ‘reliable records’259  the Buddha’s life story, and explained 
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252 A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1194. B. Lourié, ‘India “Far beyond Egypt”’  (2011): 
151-2 states that the confusion between these two countries in Greek literature is not uncommon, and the 
confusion between the two was primarily caused by complicated Greek terminology. See also P. 
Mayerson, ‘A confusion of Indias’ (1993): 169-74; K. O’bwerng-Okwess, ‘Les différentes acceptions des 
termes Aithiopia et Aithiopes’ (1991-2): 157-61.
253  F.  Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de Dölger’,  (1953): 477. Even if John of Damascus carried the book, John 
never went to India. See D.M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 325.
254 F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 20.
255 F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 20.
256 ‘John the Monk’ is the most common author mentioned in the lemmata.
257 J. Jacobs, Barlaam and Josaphat (1896): xxxii. Dölger concludes that the Greek B&I relies on a Syriac 
parent (Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 29-30). Because The Balavariani had not yet been published, Dölger at 
the time of writing his study was only aware of the Wisdom of Balahvar. There are greater differences 
between the Wisdom of Balahvar and B&I than The Balavariani and B&I: therefore Dölger’s conclusion 
is correct (that B&I does not rely on Wisdom of Balahvar).  However Dölger was wrong in concluding the 
parent text of B&I was a Syriac version.
258 D.M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 312.
259 F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 31.
his ethical doctrine. We are asked to believe that John of Damascus ‘was so pleased 
with this narrative that he set to work to rewrite it in Greek as a Christian morality’.260 
While it  is true that St. John was at the monastery of St. Sabas, everything else which 
Dölger states, is a product of imagination, made to fit  Dölger’s hypthesis. Dölger also 
fails to recognise other early non-Christian ‘prototypes’ of B&I which had been known 
among the Sogdians, Persians and Arabs, ‘who were far closer to Byzantium than the 
Buddhist holy men of India and Nepal’.261
 Now Dölger has stated how John of Damascus came into contact with B&I, he 
has to now counter arguments against Zotenberg’s thesis.262  He devotes a third of his 
work to doing this. Dölger says that B&I is not only similar to John of Damascus 
stylistically, but also in its vocabulary  and phraseology, as well as the use of scripture 
and other church father quotes.263 We can see that from the internal evidence discussed - 
the vocabulary, phraseology and use of scripture; and the physical evidence - the earliest 
manuscript dates to 300 years after the death of John of Damascus, we can deduce that 
B&I was written by  an imitator of John of Damascus, as that it was written by the 
church father himself. Therefore, let us consider the argument from the perspective of 
church history, and see whether this allows us to attribute authorship of B&I  to John of 
Damascus.264
 Zotenberg’s suggestion of the seventh century monk named John as author of 
B&I appears plausible for two reasons. First, the lemma attributes authorship to a John 
from St. Sabas monastery. Secondly, the fact that B&I does not mention Islam anywhere 
60
260 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxi.
261 D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxii.
262  H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 1-166. We must remind ourselves that Zotenberg in his thesis spent 
some time countering Jean de Billy’s arguments as to why John of Damascus was not the author of B&I.
263  We have previously touched upon the evidence which agrees with, as well as speaks against, the 
attribution of B&I to John of Damascus based on style, vocabulary and phraseology. One scholar who 
must be brought to this discussion is A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1194.  Kazhdan 
looks at the language in B&I and brings to the fore evidence which does not support John of Damascus as 
author.
264  See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 38-61. Here we must make a note of H. Peri, Der 
Religionsdisput der Barlaam-Legende (1959). Peri, basing his evidence on Zotenberg’s and Dölger’s 
thesis, creates an intriguing story of the transmission, and authorship, of B&I. Peri tries to amalgamate the 
different transmission theories, as well as authorship attribution problems, and stitch them together. Peri’s 
arguments are based on little evidence and draw very hypothetical, and non-persuasive, conclusions about 
the authorship problem: he leaves us with more questions that need answering than solve any problems. 
in the text suggests that it was composed before the advent of Islam.265 Yet by reflecting 
upon the nature of Islam, and upon the purpose of B&I, we can come to understand why 
the author may have excluded any such reference. Part of the purpose of B&I is to speak 
against idolatry; since Islam as a religion is not idolatrous, it would be illogical for it to 
appear in B&I.266 An additional purpose of the Greek version is to convey the Christian 
message, not to defend it against  other religions. The only section of B&I that does this 
is chapter 27: the Apology. However, if the Apology had been written before the genesis 
of Islam, and not  adapted since, this would explain why it makes no mention of that 
religion. 
 During the Iconoclasm period, ‘Moslems and Jews criticised Christianity for the 
use of images’.267  The churches of Syria and Armenia were against the veneration of 
anything with a shape; the rest of the Orthodox Eastern Church, that  is the Byzantine 
Church, along with the ordinary people, ‘supported the veneration of icons and this 
tendency reached its peak in the eighth century’.268  Although there were many 
disagreements during this period, the main figure who stood against the decision of 
Emperor Leo II (717-741 A.D.) to prohibit and destroy icons was John of Damascus 
(676-749/753 A.D.).269 If B&I was the work of John of Damascus, why would he write 
against idolatry at a time when images were under threat and he himself made a case for 
Christian iconography?270 
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265 Dölger counters Zotenberg’s argument regarding the exclusion of Islam from the text of B&I: John of 
Damascus saw Islam as a ‘dedicated cult of the Ishmaelites’  who are seen by the church father as 
precursors to the Antichrist. John of Damascus saw Mohammed as a false prophet, with Islam being a 
Christian heresy, and not a pagan heresy. This is why John of Damascus writes about Islam in his book 
about Christian heresies (see F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 57).
266  Kazhdan thinks the use of idolatry would not go amiss in Palestine: ‘The label of idolatry seems not 
appropriate for Islam, and yet we read in the Martyrium of the Sabaites a phrase very close to the formula 
of the Barlaam: the monks of Mar Saba were ready to endure all torments rather than worship idols and 
reject Christ. (BHG 884, ed. PG 94, col. 449 B.) The readers of the Barlaam, in Palestine,  would 
understand that idolatry was related to the ‘false religion’ of the Arabs.’ See A. Kazhdan, ‘Where,  when 
and by whom’ (1993): 1204.
267 K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 22.
268 K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 21.
269 K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 22.
270  Aristides was an Iconoclast: ‘he saw the folly and the wickedness into which all these things had 
plunged the human race; he had no sentiment to bid him spare them for their beauty,  or for the very 
pathos of their failure to satisfy the needs of man.’ J.A. Robinson, ‘Apology’ (1896): 40.
 For a discussion on the use of iconography in B&I see E.A.W. Budge, Barlâm and Yĕwâsĕf, 
Volume 2 (1923): vi; K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Litteratur (1897): 777.
 Thus, the attribution of authorship of B&I to John of Damascus does not appear 
conclusive. The more light is cast upon Dölger’s arguments, the less persuasive they 
are. In arguing his case for John of Damascus as author, the German scholar repeatedly 
has recourse to the lemmata.271   Yet as we have seen, the lemmata cannot be relied 
upon; not only because of their questionable evidence and confusion between India and 
Ethiopia, but also the earliest and most reliable text witnesses only state that a monk 
named John, who was from the monastery  of St. Sabas, wrote B&I.272  While John of 
Damascus was certainly a monk at the monastery of St. Sabas, over the centuries there 
could have been dozens of monks who were named John. In addition, ‘John’ is said only 
to have carried the book we now have, not to have translated it. Pouderon states that one 
cannot establish different families of manuscripts, let  alone produce a stemma, through 
the sole use of a lemma.273  Declaring manuscripts that contain John of Damascus 
lemmata to be the same modification, and assigning those that attribute authorship to 
Euthymius to a different  modification, is not possible using only a lemma: ‘The title of a 
book is always likely to have a different transmission than the text itself’, which can 
happen by  borrowing from other sources ‘depending on the location and the epochs 
according to the perception that one has of the text, the author and its literary 
function’.274  Just as we cannot rely on the Apology lemma (address), so for similar 
reasons we cannot rely on the lemma of B&I.275 We have seen the problems we have in 
relying upon the Apology lemma, and so we must also be careful not to place sole 
reliance on the lemma when attributing authorship of B&I.
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271 See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 38-69.
272 H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 5-6.
273  B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre,  Apologie (2003): 124. This is how Dölger establishes his manuscript 
modifications. See F. Dölger, Barlaam-Roman (1953): 11-8.
274 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 124.
275  There is mixed opinion as to which address of the Apology is correct. J.A. Robinson, 
‘Apology’ (1896): 33 questions whether the emperor even heard the Apology: if the Apology was 
delivered orally to the emperor there would be no need for a formal opening sentence. For a discussion on 
the address and the problems it presents,  as well as differing opinions as to which address is correct,  see 
M. Vinzent,  Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014): 241-3; A.N. Modona, 
‘Aristide’  (1922): 319-20; E.J. Goodspeed, Die ältesten Apologeten (1914): 1; J. Geffcken, Apologeten 
(1907): 28-31; O.  Bardenhewer, Geschichte, Erster Band (1902): 196-7; J.A. Robinson, 
‘Apology’ (1896): 32; E. Egli, ‘Apologie des Aristides’ (1893): 99-103; E. Hennecke, ‘Rezension und 
Rekonstruktio’  (1893); M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 49-52; Th. Zahn, ‘Die Apologie des 
Aristides’ (1892): 5; A. Harnack, ‘J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson’ (1891): 302-3; J.R. Harris and J.A. 
Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 16; R. Seeberg, ‘Die Apologie’ (1891): 935-6; A. Harnack, ‘Die 
Überlieferung der griechischen Apologeten’ (1883): 37. 
 If, taking into account the numerous theological similarities, as well as parallels, 
between John of Damascus’ work and B&I, we were to conclude that John of Damascus 
must be the author of B&I, then another question arises. If the work was composed, or 
translated, or redacted, by John of Damascus during the eighth century, then why does 
no other work from the eighth to the tenth century  mention either Barlaam or 
Ioasaph?276  This question is particularly pertinent given how popular the novel became 
from the tenth century when the text was translated from Georgian into Greek.277 
 Finally, from a church history  point of view, there appears to be no concrete 
evidence. Rather, scholars have had to concentrate their efforts on filling in the ‘gaps’ in 
the narrative of how John of Damascus may have been the author of B&I, by creating 
complex pieces of fiction.278  Such scholarly efforts ignore the physical evidence we 
have in front of us, in particular the manuscript tradition. Therefore, let us look at the 
third alternative possibility for a translator and redactor of the Georgian text into Greek.
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276 This is why some, such as B. Altaner,  Patrology (1958): 476,  list B&I as John of Damascus’ ‘Unechte 
Schriften’.
277 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 113.
278 L. Abramowski, ‘Der griechische Barlaam-Roman’ (1958): 147 thinks Dölger has failed to answer all 
the questions surrounding the attribution of authorship to John of Damascus. Further, Dölger has misled 
some scholars by providing misinformation. See B. Kotter, ‘Johannes von Damaskus’ (1988): 127-32; K. 
Wessel, ‘Barlaam und Joasaph’  (1966): 496-507. Wessel claims that Dölger’s thesis has ‘yet not 
undergone any challenges’. Dölger’s contemporaries have challenged his thesis: see L. Abramowski, ‘Der 
griechische Barlaam-Roman’ (1958): 145-7; P. Devos,  ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat grec’ (1957): 
83-104; F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de Dölger’ (1953): 475-80; D.M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 
306-25; M. Tarchnišvili, ‘Anfänge’ (1954): 113-24.
 One Latin279  and two Greek manuscripts280  contain venerations within the 
lemma to a man known as Euthymius.281  It is believed Euthymius was the person 
responsible for translating the Georgian prototype into the Greek text we now have.282 
Therefore, we need to ask: who was Euthymius, and what are the arguments for this 
lemma being more historically  correct than the lemmata that attribute authorship  to John 
of Damascus, or John the monk?283
 Euthymius was born in 955 A.D. to a noble family; his father was St. John284  the 
Iberian. In his early life Euthymius was held captive by the emperor in 
Constantinople,285  but was later released, upon which he went to Mount Olympus and 
64
279  Ms. VIII, B.10 preserved in the National Library at Naples. The manuscript is from the fourteenth 
century but is believed to be a copy of the original 1048 A.D. Latin translation from the Greek.  This Latin 
translation of the novel is entitled ‘Hystoria Barlae et Iosaphat de interiori Ethiopia deducta per Iohannem 
uenerabilem, monachum monasterii Sancti Sabe in Heliam urbem, et translata in Eolico per Eufinium 
sanctum uirum.’ (‘The Story of Barlaam and Iosaphat brought to Jerusalem from inmost Ethiopia by 
John, a venerable monk of the monastery of St. Sabas, and translated into Greek by the holy man 
Eufinius’) See J.M. Gázquez, Hystoria Barlae et Iosaphat (1997): 1; D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’  (1967): 
xxvi.
280 Venedig, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Cod. gr. VII,  26 (attributed the letter M and is number 151 in 
Volk’s work). Volk ascribes the manuscript to the twelfth or thirteenth century, whereas Pouderon and 
Pierre ascribe it to the eleventh or twelfth century (Apologie [2003]: 115). The lemma is rendered as ‘... 
brought back from Ethiopia to Jerusalem by the monk of St. Sabas, and then translated from the Iberian or 
Georgian tongue into Greek through the agency of Euthymius the Georgian’ (D.M. Lang, 
‘Introduction’ [1967]: xxviii). The second manuscript is: Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Ancien 
fonds grec 1771 (attributed the letter L and is number 112 in Volk’s work). Volk dates this manuscript to 
the fourteenth century,  whereas Pouderon and Pierre date it to the fifteenth century (Apologie [2003]: 
116).
281 Paul Peeters was the first to identify St.  Euthymius as the Greek translator. Peeters says that the use of 
the definite article led him to believe the translator to be Euthymius, who translated the Georgian text into 
Greek. See P. Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’ (1931): 276-312. 
282  R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 127; B. Pouderon and M.-J.  Pierre, Apologie (2003): 116-7; E. 
Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 219; V. Tiftixoglu, ‘Der byzantinische Barlaam-Roman’ (1980): 
198-9; D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxvii-xxx; P. Devos, ‘Les origines du Barlaam et Josaphat 
grec’ (1957): 86-94,  103; M. Tarchnišvili,  ‘Anfänge’ (1954): 116-20; F. Halkin, ‘Reseñ al libro de 
Dölger’ (1953): 476-7; J. Sonet,  Le roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949); R.L. Wolff, ‘The Apology of 
Aristides’ (1937): 241-47; P. Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’ (1931): 284; P. Peeters, ‘Histoires 
monastiques géorgiennes’ (1917-1919): 11-2. See also Kekilidze, Marr and Rosen.
 R.L. Wolff, ‘The Apology of Aristides’ (1937): 241-47 thinks Euthymius had access to a copy of 
Aristides and believes the Apology still exists in an eastern monastery under a different name.
283 We must still be cautious in the way that we deal with this information. In one anonymous translation, 
the Latin reads: ‘the first person to translate the story from the “Indian” idiom into Greek was a monk 
called Eufimius (i.e. Euthymius), by nationality an Abasgian or West Georgian.’ (D.M. Lang, 
‘Introduction’ [1967]: xxvii).
284 It is possible that this may be the John who is referred to in the other lemmata. This, however, is mere 
speculation on the subject and there are no substantive arguments to hold up this idea. For the life of John 
and Euthymius see J. Lefort and D. Papachryssanthou, ‘Les premiers géorgiens’ (1983): 27-33; H. 
Métrévéli, ‘Le rôle de l’Athos’ (1983): 17-26; A. Pertussi, ‘Monasteri e monaci’ (1963): 217-51; J. 
Kirchmeyer, ‘Euthyme l’Hagorite’ (1961): 1722-3; M. Brière ‘Lettres georgiennes chretiennes’ (1957): 
81; G. Garitte, ‘S. Jean l’Ibère et de S. Euthyme’ (1930): 50-67; 181-96; 448-60; G. Garitte ‘S. Jean 
l’Ibère et de S. Euthyme’ (1929): 767-84; R.P. Blake, ‘Georgian theological Literature’  (1924): 50-64; P. 
Peeters, ‘Histoires monastiques géorgiennes’ (1917-1919): 8-12.
285 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 116.
became a monk. There he took holy  orders and dedicated his whole life to ‘revising and 
completing the Georgian New Testament and translating many  key  works of the Greek 
Fathers, including those of St. John of Damascus’.286  In 1005 A.D. he moved to the 
Iviron monastery on Mount Athos,287  which his father had founded, and soon became 
abbot. Euthymius worked on his translations not just at Mount Olympus and Mount 
Athos but also in Constantinople during his travels.288  This is the first indication that 
would explain why, if Euthymius were indeed the author of B&I, there are strong 
similarities to John of Damascus’ texts.289
 George the Hagorite (around 1045 A.D.), in his Life of Euthymius and John, 
described how Euthymius ‘rendered from Georgian into Greek Balahvari and Abukura 
and a number of other works’.290 Who then redacted this freshly translated, metaphrastic 
text to produce the B&I text we now have? Was it Euthymius or another ‘Greek monk 
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286  D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxix. Over 160 items of Euthymius’  translations (Georgian into 
Greek and Greek into Georgian) have been preserved (B. Pouderon and M.-J.  Pierre,  Apologie [2003]: 
117). See M. Brière ‘Lettres georgiennes chretiennes’  (1957): 82-4; D.M. Lang, Lives and Legends 
(1957): 155-68; M. Tarchnišvili, Geschichte der Kirchlichen Georgischen Literatur (1955): 131-54; M. 
Tarchnišvili,  ‘Anfänge’ (1954): 116-20; R.P. Blake, ‘Georgian theological Literature’ (1924): 50-64 for a 
list of the works Euthymius translated.
287 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 86.
288 See D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxx. For further information on Euthymius see M. Tarchnišvili, 
Geschichte der Kirchlichen Georgischen Literatur (1955): 126-31.
289  D. Gimaret, Le Livre de Bilawhar wa Būḏāsaf (1971): 7 sums up all the positive attribution to 
Euthymius as translator of B&I:
a) ‘No sources mention Barlaam before the 11th Century
b) No ancient synaxaires mention saints Barlaam and Ioasaph before this also
c) Venice and Naples (in the stemma) manuscripts mention Euthymius
d) George the Hagorites in his biography says that Euthymius translated the Balavariani
e) It was the golden age of Georgian literature with ‘passions as early as 5th and 6th centuries being 
translated’
f) The number of Georgian texts which Euthymius translated from Georgian to Greek
g) The way each name has correctly moved (Barlaam, Ioasaph and so forth) between languages.
See also H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 78. For a discussion on synaxaires and their lack of mentioning 
either Barlaam or Ioasaph see J. Sonet, Le roman de barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 55-6; J. van den 
Gheyn, ‘Barlaam et Josaphat’ (1905): 415. 
 Further, we must observe the argumenta ex silentio: ‘the lack of mention of the Arabs in the 
Barlaam, the lack of Greek manuscripts of the romance before Euthymius, the lack of mention of the 
Apology of Aristides after late antiquity, the lack of the Syriac intermediary version which could have 
been the course of the Greek Barlaam, the lack of other known works of John Sabaite, the lack of the cult 
of saint Barlaam in earlier synaxaria, the lack of the manuscripts of the romance in the monastery of 
Iviron, and so on and so forth. Observations of this sort can be useful stimuli for a further investigation, 
but they never prove anything positively.’ See A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1192.
290  D.M. Lang, Lives and Legends (1957): 155. Garitte weakens the argument for attributing B&I to 
Euthymius. He says that ‘Peeters’ translation had created the impression that George made this statement 
on the basis of colophons we had seen.’ Garrite concludes that we do not know the sources which George 
the Hagorite used in attributing Euthymius as translator of the Georgian version of B&I. G. Garitte 
‘Georges l’Hagorites’ (1958): 63. Garitte stands alone in this opinion. 
who was living in the same monastery  as St. Euthymius’?291  The redaction could have 
been completed by  any one of his fellow monks. Volk suggests that ‘a reworking of the 
Barlaam novel must have been done by  Euthymius himself, the result of which is the 
text family a (“Urtext”),292  which bears witness to the coming of that time’.293  The 
second of these manuscripts, now known as Kiev V 3692, was written in 1021 A.D., and 
Volk believes Euthymius was its author.294
 If Euthymius was only the translator and not the redactor, it  is possible this 
‘literary  translation’ role was filled by either Symeon Metaphrastes, the Logothete, who 
was a contemporary of Euthymius and his school,295  or St. George the Hagorite, the 
contemporary biographer of Euthymius.296 
 If Symeon Metaphrastes was the redactor,297 then given that  his death took place 
between 982 and 987 A.D.,298  the text  must have been translated by  Euthymius before 
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291 O.R. Imper, and J.E. Keller, ‘Introducción’ (1979): xxi.
292 These two texts are Athos, Μονὴ Ἰβήρων 462, fol. 1r – 260v and Kiev, Instytut rukopysu Nacional’noj 
bibliotehy Ukraïny imeni V. I. Vernads’koho, Fond V – Odes’ke tovarystvo istorii ta starožytnostej 3692 
(olim Athos, Μεγίστη Λαύρα), fol. 1r – 206v.
293 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 87.
294 See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 86-8.
295 See D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxxi and I.V.  Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 30.
296  See D. M. Lang, Lives and Legends (1957): 154, 161-2 as well as J.C. Hirsh, Barlam and Iosaphat 
(1986): xviii.
297  R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 115; B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre,  Apologie (2003): 117; E. 
Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 237; T. Bräm, ‘Le Roman’  (1994): 64; D.M. Lang, 
‘Introduction’ (1967): xxi, xxxi; K.S. Kekelidze, ‘The Balavar romance in Christian literature’ (1960): 
66-7; M. Tarchnišvili,  ‘Les Deux Recensions’ (1958): 75 all support Symeon Metaphrastes as redactor. It 
is believed that Symeon and Euthymius were personally acquainted. See R. Volk, ‘Das Fortwirken der 
Legende von Barlaam und Ioasaph’ (2003): 127-69. Furthermore Symeon translated the Roman 
Martyrology which covered five months,  including November 19th when Barlaam and Ioasaph are 
celebrated. See E. Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 271 for a discussion on this.
 It is possible to see that within Volk’s critical edition of B&I there are a number of similarities to 
the works of Symeon Metaphrastes: more so than to John of Damascus. However,  it does still not prove 
that Symeon was the redactor of B&I: only that he was acquainted with the works of Symeon. E. 
Khintibidze, Literary Contacts (1996): 271 explains ‘Symeon commenced metaphrasing of hagiographic 
acts in 982. ... About one hundred years later,  in 1081, the metaphrasing of the acts...was taken up by John 
Xiphilinus.’
298  R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 115; R. Volk, ‘Medizinisches im Barlaam-Roman’ (2006): 193. 
Just before his death, Symeon started translating John of Damascus’ work: this is where some similarity 
to the church father’s work may have appeared from, see E. Khintibidze, ‘Ekwtime Atoneli’ (1977): 38.
this date. We can locate a number of similarities between Symeon’s work and B&I.299 
This will be discussed in further depth in chapter 2 of this study. For the moment 
however we must recall previous arguments that the work of John of Damascus is closer 
to B&I than is Symeon Metaphrastes, in sentence structure as well as vocabulary.300
 George the Hagorite was born in 1007 A.D. and died in 1065 A.D.. Therefore, if 
he had been the redactor of B&I,301  the text would have been redacted in the eleventh 
century. Although George was schooled in Constantinople, and taught Greek, it was 
during his time at the Iviron monastery on Mount Athos that he encountered 
Euthymius’ works.302  He arrived at the monastery  in 1040 A.D. and left between 1052 
and 1057 A.D.,303  recording the life story of St. John and his son Euthymius around 
1044 or 1045 A.D..304  The manuscript that is most pertinent to a literary  reworking of 
B&I is Venedig, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Cod. gr. VII, 26 (= coll. 1431; olim 
Nanianus 137), fol. 1r – 194r,305  the lemma of which ascribes it to Euthymius, ‘a 
venerable and pious man’. This may be understood as a biographical way of describing 
Euthymius,306 and the only  biographer of the monk was George the Hagorite. Therefore, 
George the Hagorite could have been a later redactor of the B&I text. The problem is 
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299 One piece of work is the Passion of Saint Catherine. Volk has proven that it is Symeon’s version of the 
Passion which we find in B&I.  See R. Volk, ‘Symeon Metaphrastes’  (1996): 88-111; P.  Peeters, ‘La 
première traduction latine’  (1931): 292; J.R. Harris,  ‘A New Christian Apology’ (1923): 364-70. For an in 
depth discussion on the similarity between the Passion of Saint Catherine and B&I. F. Dölger, ‘Die 
Johannes-Damaskenos-Ausgabe’ (1950): 310 suggested that John of Damascus had a lost Passion of 
Saint Catherine which is like Symeon: Symeon however copied John of Damascus’. Dölger again 
‘clutches at straws’ in trying to establish John of Damascus as author.
300  R. Volk ‘Das Fortwirken der Legende von Barlaam und Ioasaph’ (2003): 135; A. Kazhdan, A History 
of Byzantine literature (1999): 96-7. 
301 P. Peeters, ‘La première traduction latine’ (1931): 287, 303.
302  B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 123 presume that it is at Iviron where Euthymius 
found the Apology and inserted it into B&I. It could have equally be one of his contemporaries who 
redacted the novel: George the Hagorite translated a number of works, including the whole of the New 
Testament as well as works of John of Damascus (M. Tarchnišvili, Geschichte der Kirchlichen 
Georgischen Literatur [1955]: 161-74).
 In the monastery of Iviron, on Mount Athos, there are no manuscripts of B&I or Balavariani. 
This would indicate B&I was composed elsewhere. It remains a mystery as to where B&I was composed. 
R.L. Wolff, ‘The Apology of Aristides’ (1937): 245.
303 In 1044 A.D. he succeeded hegumen Stephanos and took charge of the monastery.
304  R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 87. Tarchnišvili thinks the work had to have been completed 
before 1044 A.D. as this is when George left the monastery (M. Tarchnišvili, Geschichte der Kirchlichen 
Georgischen Literatur [1955]: 171). For further information on George the Hagorite see M. Brière 
‘Lettres georgiennes chretiennes’  (1957): 84-5; P. Peeters, ‘Histoires monastiques 
géorgiennes’ (1917-1919): 69-74.
305 This is assigned the letter M by Volk, no. 151 and is from the Modification B group. It is dated by Volk 
to the twelfth or thirteenth century.
306 See D.M. Lang, ‘Introduction’ (1967): xxviii.
that George was not as ‘original’ as Euthymius: George completed works left unfinished 
by Euthymius, and was much more meticulous in his translations than Euthymius 
was.307  Furthermore, the existence of a manuscript dated to the late tenth or early 
eleventh century  and classified by  Volk within Modification C308  leads us to conclude 
that George the Hagorite cannot be the redactor of B&I.
 If either Symeon Metaphrastes or George the Hagorite did complete a literary 
redaction, embellishing and polishing the newly translated Greek text, what did the text 
look like before this? It is entirely possible that Euthymius translated the Georgian into 
Greek metaphrastically. This would mean that the differences found in the comparison 
above were created by the redactor.309 The improvements include the insertion of Bible 
passages; quotes from classical authors and church fathers; ‘On Holy  Images’, a 
document by St. John of Damascus,310  and the defence of Nachor: the Apology of 
Aristides.311 The idea that Euthymius translated the Georgian into Greek and completed 
his own redactions (whether these were re-arrangements of content, or such as to 
produce the text as we now have it) is plausible. However, nothing further can be said 
on this as the only texts we have are the finished Georgian version of the Balavariani 
and the Greek finished versions of B&I; there is no known intermediate, metaphrastic 
Greek translation of the Georgian.
 What problems arise when we attribute authorship to Euthymius? The three 
manuscripts that ascribe B&I to him are of two different modifications. The Latin 
version of the text is from Modification A, whereas the two Greek manuscripts are from 
Modification B. The older of these Greek manuscripts, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, 
Cod. gr. VII, 26, contains a lemma we believe to have been written by  George the 
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307  R.P. Blake, ‘Georgian theological Literature’  (1924): 58. It has been suggested by Dölger, and others 
who assert alternative authorship theorems, that George has planted the information that Euthymius was 
the translator of B&I. However, what would George and Euthymius gain, in pretending that Euthymius 
translated the work? Euthymius had already produced dozens of other works. See D.M. Lang, ‘St. 
Euthymius’ (1955): 312.
308 Which is Athens Ἐθνικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη τῆς Ἑλλάδος 330 (olim Kloster Dusiku in Thessalien), fol.  19r – 
193v and 195r – 200v (Volk, no. 6), see above for more information on the different manuscripts which we 
have access to.
309 See chapter 1.A.i.3.c of this study.
310 K. Ikegami, Barlaam and Josaphat (1999): 24. We know this because it is not in the Georgian version 
of the text.
311  ‘On Holy Images’ does not appear in the Georgian version of the novel. See D.M. Lang, Balavariani 
(1966): 137-41 for the Life of the Blessed Iodasaph version of Nakhor’s (Nachor in the Greek) speech. 
This is still a defence of the Christians, but is not as long as the Apology and is more centred towards 
Iodasaph’s snare which Nakhor cannot escape from.
Hagorite. However, this is not the original lemma; the original has been wiped out in 
favour of the Euthymius title.312  The other Greek manuscript, Paris, Bibliothèque 
Nationale de France Cod. gr. 1771 is of the fourteenth century, but despite its date, it 
offers a good translation of the B&I text.313  We must reiterate what Pouderon says 
regarding the transmission of lemmata: the lemma of a book can be of a different 
transmission than the text itself.314 Therefore, even though the Greek manuscripts are of 
a different modification than the Latin manuscript, that in itself does not mean 
Euthymius was not the translator of the Georgian text. 
 It appears more logical for the translator of B&I to be Euthymius than John of 
Damascus, or even John the monk. If we accept this assumption, then given that 
Euthymius was accustomed to translate texts and not to embellish them, we must 
conclude there was also a redactor. However, the nature of the redactor is still not clear, 
and we must conclude that the redactor remains unknown. Is there any additional 
information we can glean from the purpose and audience of the B&I novel?
iv) Purpose and Audience
 We have seen how the text of B&I has come into our hands today, and how the 
text has changed from one recension to another. We have also explored its authorship 
and date. Next, we need to enquire as to the purpose of this, by now very Christian, text 
that was once the Life of Buddha. Let us expound the historical information contained 
within the novel and explore whether this gives any detail as to either purpose or 
audience. If the Syriac recension of B&I did exist, and was the first Christian version, 
then it was necessary to ‘suppress the legend of the implanting of Christianity in India 
by the Apostle Thomas, the enlightener of the Syrians’.315  The same, however, can be 
said for the Greek version. The Georgian contains no mention of the Apostle Thomas, 
whereas the Greek mentions him ‘preaching the Gospel of Salvation’. The first thing we 
learn from this is that the legend of Thomas going to India was not well known, as the 
69
312  R. Volk ‘Urtext und Modifikation’  (1993-4): 459-60. This is one of the reasons why Dölger struggled 
with attributing authorship to Euthymius (See F.  Dölger, Barlaam-Roman [1953]: 21).  See also A. 
Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1189.
313 See R. Volk ‘Urtext und Modifikation’ (1993-4): 460 and R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 421-4.
314 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 124.
315 See K.S. Kekelidze, ‘The Balavar romance in Christian literature’ (1960): 41-71.
translator from either the Syriac or the Arabic into the Georgian neither translated it 
from the previous version, nor knew of the legend in order to insert it into the 
Christianised Georgian text. The second thing we learn is that Thomas was not 
successful in converting the whole of the land of the Indians. All the fame and glory of 
this accomplishment goes to Barlaam and, more especially, to Ioasaph. However, if 
Barlaam and Ioasaph were meant to have converted India to Christianity ‘at  some 
vaguely defined period of historical antiquity’,316 why is it that we only know of them in 
this text? We must accept  the possibility that neither Barlaam nor Ioasaph existed. At no 
point in the Balavariani does it ‘tell the story of the champions of the Christian 
religion’ who went about India at a specific moment of history, and give a full account 
‘of the country’s conversion to Christianity’.317  Abuladze remarks that such a defining 
moment in a country’s history, that of its conversion to Christianity, would have been 
one of great pride, one that the country would commemorate with a hagiography of the 
individual credited with bringing about that momentous change. Nevertheless, the 
history of India, or Ethiopia for that matter, contains no such hagiography, even though 
we have a text such as the Greek B&I which explicitly names two people, first Thomas 
and later Ioasaph, who came into India and started converting the country  to 
Christianity. We can therefore conclude that this Greek text of B&I was not received by 
an Indian audience.
 Therefore, B&I seems to be promoting two characters whose existence is 
questionable. The novel also discusses a cause that has long been disputed and settled, 
that of polytheistic religions and the worship  of idols. The very core of the B&I 
narrative comes down to the content of the Apology, and we must wonder whether the 
redactor of B&I had in mind the Apology as the nucleus and crux of the novel.318
 The B&I novel provides a well rounded apologetic for Christianity, and the 
ascetic wing of Christianity  in particular. While this defence of the ascetic Christian 
faith is more prominent in the Balavariani, the Greek does to some extent put forward 
and support the ascetic wing of Christian living. We have seen in the text comparison 
between the Georgian and the Greek the extent to which the Greek version of B&I has 
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316 D.M. Lang, Balavariani (1966): 9.
317 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 19. 
318  P. Bádenas, ‘la Historia de Barlaam y Josafat’ (1996): 219; T. Bräm, ‘Le Roman’ (1994): 63; J.  R. 
Harris, ‘A New Christian Apology’ (1923): 357.
been changed and adapted. In the Greek version ‘every thesis, every statement of a 
theological or dogmatic character is accompanied by extracts or quotations from the 
Bible and other religious sources and philosophical sources.’319  Such content does not 
appear in the Georgian version. We can conclude therefore that the Greek version of 
B&I is a well rounded text. Its popularity  is shown by how swiftly  the Greek B&I was 
translated into Latin, as well as a number of other languages. The Greek text, as we 
have mentioned, can be described as a novel aimed at Christians. Furthermore, in light 
of the additional content in the Greek B&I, we can say that the Greek B&I could have 
been aimed at non-Christians. The Greek novel takes the reader through the Christian 
faith, from its origins in the Old Testament, to who Jesus was, and to dogmatic 
statements. This is then supported with Barlaam’s direction on how Ioasaph must live 
his life. The Greek text of B&I could be described as a manual for Christian novices, 
aimed at promoting the triumph of Christianity.320 
B) Aristides’ Apology
i) Greek Text
The earliest manuscripts of the Apology are represented in three Greek fragments. The 
first two fragments, P.Oxyrhynchus XV 1778321  and P.Heidelberg inv. G 1013,322 
originate from the same manuscript  and have been badly preserved. This manuscript 
covers (with lacunae) Apology 4.3 - 6.2. The third fragment is P.London 223 (olim inv. 
2486), covering Apology 15.4 - 16.2.323  The manuscript ‘consists of a complete sheet 
forming two leaves of a codex’324  with one leaf containing the Apology and the other 
leaf containing a selected passage from Song of Songs 5:12-6:10. Both manuscripts are 
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319 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 8.
320 A. Kazhdan, ‘Where, when and by whom’ (1993): 1206-7.
321 B.P. Grenfell and A.S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri (1922): 1-6.
322 D. Hagedorn, ‘Ein neues Fragment zu P.Oxy. XV 1778’ (2000): 40-4. This manuscript henceforth shall 
be known as Π1.
323 A. D’Alès, ‘L’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1924): 354-9 thinks the manuscript originated from Oxyrhynchus. 
324  H.J.M. Milne, ‘Apology of Aristides’ (1924): 73. Henceforth, this manuscript shall be referred to as 
Π2.
dated to the fourth century.325  We shall not reiterate the manuscript tradition of the 
Apology as it features in B&I.326  See chapter 1.A.i.3.b of this study for a reminder of 
that manuscript tradition. The Greek version is slightly  different from the Syriac and 
Armenian versions, in that chapters 1 and 2 of the Greek are shorter than the Syriac and 
Armenian, and chapters 14 and 15 are longer than the Syriac version. This is because 
chapter 2 of the Syriac and Armenian discusses the Jews and Christians in greater depth 
than the Greek version.327  See appendix two for a comparison of the five different 
versions of the Apology, and appendix three for a comparison of the Jewish and 
Christian chapters, to gain an understanding of what the Greek translator and redactor 
has done differently compared to the Syriac and Armenian translators and redactors.
ii) The Syriac Text
The Apology of Aristides exists in its ‘entirety’ only  in Syriac, derived from a single 
manuscript, Codex Sinaiticus syr. S. Catherine. 16,328 dated to the late sixth – seventh329 
century, a stand alone text, as no Syriac version of the B&I is extant, as mentioned 
before. If a previous Syriac recension of B&I had been brought into existence around 
the middle of the seventh century, as hypothetically proposed by Kekelidze and 
discussed in chapter 1.A.i.2.a of this study, then this would coincidentally  fall into the 
dating of the Syriac manuscript of the Apology.330  If the Syriac recension of B&I did 
exist, then this may potentially  explain where the Greek version of the Apology came 
from: that is, the Greek Apology was translated with the rest of B&I, which relied upon 
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325  See B. Pouderon and M.-J.  Pierre, Apologie (2003): 107-10. The French scholars take this from  B.P. 
Grenfell and A.S. Hunt, D. Hagedorn and H.J.M. Milne. See also C. Alpigiano, ‘L’Apologia di 
Aristide’ (1986): 332-57; A. D’Alès, ‘L’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1924): 354-9; G. Krüger, ‘Aristides 
Apologie 15,6-16, 12’ (1924): 47-8.
326 The most recent critical edition of the Apology is by B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Aristides Apologie 
(2003). The editors however did not include all B&I manuscripts which contained the Greek Apology. In 
more recent years, R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006) and (2009) has produced the most in depth 
hagiographical work on B&I. Because the Apology features in B&I, this hagiographical work is the most 
detailed critical edition which we must use to study the B&I version of the Apology.
327  See R.  Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 3; E. Hennecke,  ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 56; R. Seeberg, ‘Die 
Apologie’ (1891): 947-8.
328 See J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 3-6 for a description of the manuscript 
condition.
329  J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 4 suggest the seventh century, which B. 
Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 137 agree with. E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 
45 thinks the Syriac originates from the second half of the sixth century.
330 I.V. Abuladze, ‘Introduction’ (1966): 18.
the Syriac B&I, which included the Apology. However, as we will soon discuss in 
greater depth, it  is unlikely  that the Greek recension of the Apology, as it appears in 
B&I, relied upon such an assumed Syriac version. This means that if there was a Syriac 
version of B&I,331  and it  included the Apology, then it would have been a completely 
different recension of the Apology than the one that appears in the Greek version. This, 
however, speaks against the existence not only of the Syriac B&I, but also – in case one 
were still to assume such a text – against the existence of the Apology in such a 
hypothetical text, which would go against the assumption that the assumed parent 
Syriac version of the Greek B&I contained the Apology. 
The Syriac version of the Apology, as we have it today, is presumably a 
translation from Greek, probably made in Syria during the fourth or fifth century.332
 
iii) The Armenian Version
The first two chapters of the Apology are preserved in an Armenian anthology, with the 
oldest manuscript,333  dated to the year 981 A.D. and three further existing 
manuscripts.334  The published codex includes a Latin parallel translation of the 
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331 Which is, hypothetically, the first Christian recension.
332  See B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 138. The Syriac’s doctrine on God and his 
providence is very stoic in nature. See J.R. Harris,  ‘The Sources of Barlaam’ (1925):121. See also J. 
Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 34-41 who compares the language in chapter 1 of the Apology to other 
second century texts.
333 Cod. Erevan, Matenadaran 2679, fol. 154v-155v. 
334 The three other Armenian manuscripts are: Cod. Venice, San Lazzaro 218 (Library Catalogue no. 739), 
which is an 1835 copy of Matenadaran 2679, as well as Cod. Erevan,  Matenadaran 4381 and 6228 which 
are both further copies of Matenadaran 2679, which have not been dated. See B. Pouderon and M.-J. 
Pierre, Apologie (2003): 141. ‘In 1878 the monks of the Armenian Lazarist monastery in Venice - the 
Mecharitarists - published some old fragments of the Apology’ (R.L. Wolff, ‘Apology of 
Aristides’ [1937]: 240). These fragments are what we have to date. See Patres Mechitaristes 
congregationis Sancti Lazari, Sancti Aristidis philosophi Atheniensis (1878).
Armenian, along with a homily ascribed to Aristides.335 The Armenian translation of the 
text perhaps goes back to the fifth century A.D..336 
A. Harnack regarded the Armenian version to be the least reliable manuscript 
tradition.337  As we will see below, however, the Armenian provides us with some 
valuable readings.338
iv) The Apology’s Stemma
The Apology of Aristides was clearly known in the fourth century, but for some it was 
no longer accessible, as has been shown by Eusebius’ lack of knowledge of the text.339 
The Apology has come down to us in versions that differ so considerably that the latest 
editors of the Apology, Pouderon and Pierre, have not attempted to merge them into one 
text. This is something previous editors have tried to do in an attempt to reconstruct 
what according to them the ‘original’ Apology would have looked like. As the most 
recent edition by Pouderon and Pierre reveals, such early attempts have failed, due to 
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335  See J.P.P. Martin, Analecta sacra (1883): 8-10, 284-6 for a Latin translation of the Armenian sermon. 
Scholars do not attribute this to Aristides.  This is partly because Greek church literature has nothing 
which resembles the Armenian homily.  See P. Pape, Aristides (1894): 6, 20,  34; A. Harnack, ‘Die 
Überlieferung der griechischen Apologten’ (1883): 114.
336 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 140;. J.-P. Mahé, ‘Tradition arménienne’ (1989): 367; 
P. Pape, Aristides (1894): 6; A. Harnack, Geschichte (1893): 97; A. Harnack, ‘Die Überlieferung der 
griechischen Apologten’ (1883): 110-2. As mentioned above, Donna Rizk, a fellow PhD student at King’s 
College London, is looking into the Armenian tradition of the Apology. Until now scholars have given the 
dating without showing any proof, or providing any explanation. Scholars have noted the language and 
theology of the Armenian fragments as ‘Orthodox’ in nature. See O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte,  Erster 
Band (1902): 200-1; P. Pape, Aristides (1894): 21-9; R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 18-9; F. von Himpel, 
‘Das Fragment der Apologie’  (1880): 109-27; H. Doulcet, ‘L’Épitre a Diognète’ (1880): 602. See also E. 
Renan L’Église chrétienne (1879): 6.
 In addition to the Greek fragments,  Greek B&I, Syriac and Armenian versions, there is also a 
well documented reception of the Apology in Georgian martyrologies, especially in the Martyrdom and 
Passion of Eustatius of Mzcheta (see B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie [2003]: 421-32; A. Harnack, 
‘Eustatius von Mzchetha’ [1901]: 875-902). All the versions have been judged to be relatively accurate 
(with the exception of the Georgian martyrological tradition, see the list in C. Vona, L’Apologia [1950]), 
and to provide us with ‘tolerably close’ renderings. (H.J.M. Milne, ‘A New Fragment’ [1924]: 75). 
337 See A. Harnack, ‘J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson: a review’ (1891): 307.
338 See J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): xxxiv.
339  F. Hasse, ‘Der Adressat’ (1917/8): 429 claims the Apology ‘stands firmly’  in church history. K.-G. 
Essig, ‘Erwägungen’  (1986): 166-7 assesses whether the text of the Apology is historically locatable in 
church history. Although we may be able to place the Apology within church history, we cannot assert the 
contents of the Apology to be ‘original’. 
 E.J.  Goodspeed, Early Christian Literature (1942): 137-8; P. Pape, Aristides (1894): 5 both 
claim the Apology is ‘current’  in the fourth century. However this claim is false as Eusebius does not 
discuss the Apology in any depth: he does not contain any detailed discussion on either the author or the 
Apology, just a brief abstract on Aristides as a philosopher. Jerome based his information on Eusebius and 
does not provide us with any more additional information. See A. Neppi Modona, ‘Aristide’  (1922): 318. 
I must agree with K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen’ (1986): 187 who states the early church knew next to 
nothing about Aristides. Eusebius’ ignorance of Aristides is now an old commonplace.
the complex nature of recreating an ‘original’ text from much later versions in a variety 
of languages that differ from each other considerably.340  Unfortunately however, with 
providing the same work as separated traditions, overlaps and differences between the 
different versions of the Apology can hardly be traced by the contemporary readers.341 
The Apology, originally  written in Greek, contains ‘significant problems with regards to 
its transmission and text criticism’.342  Only if light were to be cast on the overlaps and 
differences between the different versions, could we gain a greater understanding of the 
authenticity of one version compared to others.
 The three papyri fragments, the Syrian and Armenian versions and the Greek 
B&I343  version of the Apology, have been put into the following stemma, according to 
the latest critical edition by Pouderon and Pierre.344
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340  Qualitative data is used to suggest that the Syriac is more ‘true’ to the original, however, this is a 
circular conclusion, as the lack of an ‘Urfassung’ makes any such reasoning doubtful. Further, trying to 
reconstruct the text of the Apology by filling out the gaps in the Greek with a German translation of the 
Syriac is problematic too, see J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907)1-27; R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894). 
341 See appendix two. 
342 W. Kinzig, Novitas Christiana (1994): 147.
343 Note that the latest editors do not include the Georgian martyrological texts in the stemma.
344  See the latest survey and study in B. Pouderon and M.-J.  Pierre, Apologie (2003): 32-180, with the 
stemma taken from 172.
The stemma of Pouderon and Pierre is a little surprising after what we have said in the 
previous section. It makes the Greek tradition not only standing out as the basis of all 
traditions, but more importantly, it falsely insinuates as if this Greek origin has been 
somehow preserved in direct line in the middle section that allows us to trace back their 
Gr2 of the Greek branch. If this were so – and this provides the misleading basis for 
current research on the Apology – we would have a rather reliable witness in the Greek 
B&I tradition from the tenth century. However, as we have seen, the direct line, as 
pointed out in the centre of this stemma, is fiction. Instead, the stemma that results from 
our discussion (both above and below this discussion)345 should look as follows:
The foremost difference between my  stemma and Pouderon and Pierre’s, is that the 
manuscripts are not split up into geographical location. The textual traditions have been 
split up into two Greek strands with a hypothetical third Georgian strand. All of these 
stem from a possible fourth century redaction of the Apology. This conclusion has been 
drawn from the clear theological language which is present in all the different versions 
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345 In particularly, see chapter 3 of this thesis where we discuss the Greek fragments in further depth.
of the Apology. Furthermore, this theological language (which is predominantly found 
in chapters 14 to 17 of the Apology) is at times parallel with other versions of the 
Apology, namely  the Greek B&I and Syriac versions, but this can also be seen in Π2. 
Chapter 3 of this study shows the closeness of the two manuscripts of P.Oxy and 
P.Heidel with the Greek B&I. Furthermore, chapter 3 of this study also shows how the 
P.London is a witness that belongs to the Syriac tradition which has been corrupted. 
There is a naive assumption made by Pouderon and Pierre that because yjr 
Papyrological evidence is the oldest version of the Apology, it is therefore the most true 
to what the ‘original’ Apology looked like. This assumption is false as it  appears from 
the content of the Apology that there is a broad expansion (and possible restructuring) of 
the Apology before the fourth century, however the best stage we can reach with this 
stemma is the fourth century  and hence attain a stage of the text which is more or less 
like B&I without the clear additions of the latter’s redactor. What happened to the 
Apology before the fourth century can only be guessed at the moment. 
 In the Greek 2 branch I have renamed the Syriac translation, as contained in 
Pouderon and Pierre’s stemma, of the fourth to fifth century  as ‘hypothetical,’ although 
there does appear to be a Syriac translation which the Sinaiticus text was based upon. 
The reason being that there is no proof of a fourth to fifth century  translation: just a 
logical conclusion and suggestion made by  scholars.346  I have not however called the 
Armenian translation of the fifth century ‘hypothetical’ because of a fellow PhD 
student’s excellent work on the Armenian version.347  The third hypothetical Georgian 
branch is a deduction made from the following observations: the B&I parent text was 
itself in Georgian; furthermore we have an array of translations of the Apology which 
are located all over Europe – there is the Armenian, Syriac and Greek versions, with the 
Greek fragments originating from Egypt (as well as the Georgian Martyrologies). There 
is one piece of evidence which casts doubt on this hypothetical Georgian branch: the 
closeness between Π1 and B&I version of the Apology. Let us return now to Pouderon 
and Pierre’s stemma, and the problems which we face with their conclusions.
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346 See B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 138; J.R. Harris, ‘The Sources of Barlaam’ (1925):
121; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 34-41.
347 The Armenian version of the Apology contains early classical Armenian terminology that was used in 
the fifth century. This has been achieved through comparing the Armenian Apology with other fifth 
century Armenian works. Furthermore, some of the terminology strongly suggests the translator as being 
Eznik of Kolb. Although this is still to be early days with more research and avenues to explore, there is 
(at the present time) no other translator, or time period, which shows such comparisons to the Armenian 
Apology as Eznik’s work does.
 Despite their stemma, which would underline the Greek witness of the B&I as 
the leading tradition for the Apology, Pouderon and Pierre agree with earlier scholars 
regarding the superiority of the Syriac text over the Greek. Although the Syriac contains 
some obvious changes to the texts,348  they hold fast to the statement first made by  J.R. 
Harris and J.A. Robinson:349  the Syriac is more ‘complete’ than the Greek text, and 
therefore the Syriac should be considered as the best witness to an ‘original’ text.350 
This completeness refers not just to the length of the text, the Greek being roughly only 
two thirds of the length of the Syriac,351 but also to the fact, as we will discover, that the 
Syriac offers supplements to the Greek.352  They admit that the Syriac tradition cannot 
have been based on the Greek version of the B&I as the latter’s shorter sections 15.4 to 
16.2 are too incomplete for the Syriac translator of the extant Syriac version to have 
relied on them. Conversely, there are a few notable exceptions where the B&I text 
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348 See above.
349 See J. H. Harris and J. A. Robinson, The Apology of Aristides (1891): 90.
350  B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 150; R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 5. See also J. 
Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 1-27. It is at this point that B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre discuss the issue 
of the four (or three) races, and try to show that the Syriac puts forward a much stronger case of four 
races of humanity, rather than the Greek three races. They discuss which term, ‘Barbarians’ or 
‘Chaldeans,’ is more ‘original’, concluding the Syriac to be correct with the use of ‘Barbarian’ as opposed 
to ‘Chaldean’. They state ‘Chaldean’ is a term which refers to a cult who follow the stars and physical 
elements; this term does not appear in any other early Apologists with the exception of Theophilus of 
Antioch’s Ad Autolycum 2.33. However the term ‘Barbarian’ to designate the worshipers of elements is 
strange but ‘is justified by the development of the Barbarians against the Greeks in antithesis with one 
another (something which the editors call ‘quite banal’ of the author to do so. Pouderon and Pierre then 
assert the Syriac to be closer to the ‘original’ Apology.  See ibid: 154; E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-
Apologie’ [1893]: 71-4; R. Seeberg, ‘Die Apologie’ [1891]: 950). 
 B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre contradict themselves: in comparison to the Apologies of Justin,  the 
editors call the dedication of the Syriac to be ‘archaic’ (Apologie [2003]: 36). Previous to this statement, 
the editors take the Latin name of ‘Marcianus’  to be true (the inclusion of which is only preserved in the 
Syriac text. See Apologie [2003]: 29). A. Neppi Modona, ‘Aristide’ (1922): 319-20 also thinks Marcianus 
to be original. J. R. Harris and J.  A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 17 link the name ‘Marcianus’ 
to the Martyrdom of Polycarp. M. Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014): 241; 
J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 29 thinks the Marcianus name is suspicious.  We will soon see how the 
internal evidence does not ‘give an indication for a fixed chronological placing’ (K.-G. Essig, 
‘Erwägungen zum geschichtlichen’[1986]: 185) of the Apology text. This is because of the array of 
different theological ideas located within the Apology.
 For a discussion on the Syriac address see R.M. Grant,  Greek Apologists (1988): 38-9; as well as 
M. Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014): 241-3; C. Alpigiano, Aristide di 
Atene (1988): 130; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 28-31; E. Egli, ‘Apologie des Aristides’ (1893): 
99-103; E. Hennecke, ‘Rezension und Rekonstruktio’ (1893): 98-101; J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, 
Apology of Aristides (1891): 17; R. Seeberg, ‘Die Apologie’ (1891): 935-6;.
351  B. Pouderon and M.-J.  Pierre, Apologie (2003): 144. For an earlier comparison between the Syriac, 
Greek and Armenian see J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 70-80.
352 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 144-5 for instances where the Syriac supplements 
the Greek. See also J.A. Robinson, ‘Apology’ (1896): 32.
shows a development of ideas beyond what is found in the Syriac text, not taking into 
account the obvious interpolations by the Greek author of B&I.353
Pouderon and Pierre do also see relations between the papyri and the Syriac 
tradition with Π2 to be closer to the Syriac text,354 although Π1 too, at times, has some 
similarities to the Syriac, but also shows greater diversity  than its counterpart Π2.355 
Despite its relatively young age, as shown before, we are cautioned, not to discredit the 
text of the Greek B&I too quickly by adopting the readings from the papyrological 
witnesses. In this sense, Pouderon and Pierre themselves undermine their direct line of 
transmission of Gr2.
 Moreover, Pouderon and Pierre describe how ‘in specific parts of the Syriac, the 
translator uses puns and alliteration that  work only  in their language’.356  This is 
particularly the case when we look at the philosophical term ‘nature’, which is used 
only three times in the Greek text, but twenty-one times in the Syriac.357  The Syriac 
translator clearly tends to adapt the text to his historical environment and culture.358 
 When we look at some of the comparisons presented by  Pouderon and Pierre359 
we can see that occasionally  a parallel can be drawn between the Syriac version and Π2. 
There are however a number of cases where the translator of the Syriac differs from 
what we have in Π2 (or vice versa), as he seems to ‘build on the basic text, either by 
glossing or adding phrases of its own’, as well as abbreviating360  some parts of the 
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353 See B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 149 for some of these development of ideas.
354  See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 145 for suggestions where the Syriac and Π2 are 
much closer than Π2 and B&I. See also chapter 3.B of this study.
355  See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 145-6 for some comparisons between the texts. 
More in chapter 3 below. A. Neppi Modona, ‘Aristide’ (1922): 327 thinks that with the discovery of the 
Oxyrhynchus fragment, we are still no closer to the ‘original’ Aristides: this is because of its 
fragmentation as well as its similarity to the Syriac and Greek.
356 B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 139.
357  B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre note that it ‘can be inferred that the Syriac redaction was made during a 
period when the Syriac word for ‘nature’ took a philosophical sense, that is to say when the theological 
discussion of divine and human ‘nature’ had become common. In a general way, the terms used are 
intended both to be more philosophical and more biblical than the Greek text,  which can be attributed to a 
period of the Christian faith using precise terminology on the technicality of the Greek philosophical 
vocabulary’ (Apologie [2003]: 139).
358 See B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 146-7 who discuss the three different traditions of 
the Apology in chapter 15.6: B&I, Π2 and Syriac, showing that B&I is a lot closer to Π2, whereas the 
Syriac has rephrased what the other two witnesses contain. Furthermore if we look at the differences 
between the gods of each text tradition, the Syriac has adapted the gods names for the text’s new 
environment (see B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie [2003]: 148).
359 See B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 147-8. 
360 B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 148.
text.361 Although we cannot take Π2 at face value as coming closer to the ‘original’, the 
Syriac seems to be an assimilation which shows typical regional influences.
 Although scholars agree that  all traditions have been reworked to some extent362 
and despite the above stemma seemingly giving preference to Gr2, Pouderon and Pierre 
with Harris and Robinson maintain that  the Syriac version of the Apology is superior to 
all others, while, for example, Harnack preferred the Greek recension.363 
 Yet, even Robinson364  remained somehow critical of the Syriac tradition and 
presents a parallel case from The Hypomnemata of Ambrose, portions of which he saw 
contained in Pseudo-Justin’s Cohortatio ad Graecos: ‘The Syriac was frequently an 
abbreviation or a misunderstanding of the Greek.’365  Further, Otto remarks on how the 
Syriac translator of Justin Martyr’s work has altered and amplified his original so as 
almost to have produced a new work.366  And for Harris and Robinson, the Syriac 
version of the Apology ‘presents us with matter which has no counterpart’ in the Greek 
version. Nevertheless they go on to prove the authenticity of the Syriac by finding 
parallels in the Preaching of Peter, even if they hesitate to call the Greek ‘defective’.367 
Ideas that are absent from the Greek version, but are found in the Syriac version, they 
see present in the Preaching of Peter: a) the worship  of angels attributed to the Jews; b) 
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361  For example: the translator ‘removes inconvenient passages about judging: especially the passage 
about the crime of the Jews (Apology 14.2), absent from Syriac, but present in both the Apology and 
metaphrase’ (i.e. chapter 7 of B&I). B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre, Apologie (2003): 148.
362  See J.R. Harris, ‘Celsus’ (1921-2): 163; E.  Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’  (1893): 51; M. Picard, 
L’apologie (1892): 45.
363 Although Harnack agrees with Robinson in thinking that the Greek has gone through some changes in 
the seventh century. See A. Harnack,  ‘J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson: a review’ (1891): 307; J.R. Harris 
and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 79. Harnack saw the Armenian as the most inferior 
source (A. Harnack, ‘J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson: a review’ [1891]: 307).
364  Robinson starts his argument by stating that he would normally support a Greek recension. However 
he slowly attempts to prove the Greek B&I’s infidelity and concludes the Syriac should be assigned 
superiority.
365 J.R. Harris, ‘Celsus’ (1921-2): 175. C. Riedweg, Ad Graecos de vera religione, Volume 1 (1994): 217 
notes some similarity between the Greek versions of The Hypomnemata of Ambrose 2.3 (wich is the same 
as the syriac version of Pseudo-Justins’  Orationes) and Cohortatio ad Graecos 2.2.  This is the only 
parallel between these two texts which Riedweg discusses and only notes in his appendices to ‘s[iehe] 
auch’ (see also) the other respective text (see Ibid, Volume 2: 659, 676).  There remains no discussion 
from Riedweg on Robinson and Harris’ statement and the Syriac tradition.
366  J.C.T. von Otto, Justini Philosophi (1879): xxix.  See also J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of 
Aristides (1891): 72. Additionally, R. Raabe, ‘Die Apologie’  (1892): 1 thinks the Syriac translator has 
translated the text poorly.
367  J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 80. We must here suggest whether the 
translator had the Apology along with author second century sources (such as the Preaching of Peter) and 
placed some of these ideas from the second century sources into his Syriac translation?
 J.R. Harris, ‘Celsus’ (1921-2): 163 attempts to prove that Celsus, in response to Aristide,  used 
the Syriac version of the Apology.
the description of the Christians as a ‘new people’; c) the confession of the converted 
heathen; d) the attribution of Our Lord’s suffering to the Jews. Especially  valuable are 
a) and c) in giving grounds for believing that the closing section of the Syriac version, 
which seems to them so curtailed in the Greek, is being regarded substantially as the 
writing of Aristides himself.368  This, along with some of the arguments that  have been 
discussed above, are enough for Harris and Robinson to deem the Syriac the superior 
text.369
 Harnack, however, was quick to respond to Harris and Robinson’s claim, as he 
considered the Greek version more trustworthy,370  and sought to explain the variations 
between the Syriac and Armenian by  supposing the bases of both were from a remade 
Greek version.371  Harnack believed Robinson372  had judged the Greek text too 
‘cheaply’, having been satisfied with looking at only two manuscripts for B&I, and 
failing to provide a better text recension of the Greek.373 Harnack judged the translation 
of the Syriac to be extremely poor, as the basis for Robinson’s argument was 
predominantly the parallels to the Preaching of Peter.374 
 With regards to the parenthood of the Armenian and Syriac texts, Pouderon and 
Pierre believe the two texts offer enough similarity375 between each other, that there is 
then the potential that either of the two versions have a similar parent manuscript, or 
that one tradition is dependant on the other. The French scholars give four reasons why 
they  believe that the Syriac and Armenian traditions go back to the same parent. Both 
texts mention the same number of races, they have a similar development of the origin 
of Barbarians and Greeks, the position in the framing text is the same (chapter 2 in the 
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368 J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 90.
369  E.J. Goodspeed, Early Christian Literature (1942): 138 remained hopeful that a complete Greek 
version of the Apology (that is, a Greek version of the Syriac) will still be discovered.
370 Bräm thinks that the Apology has been inserted in its entirety. See T. Bräm, ‘Le Roman’ (1994): 63.
371 A. Harnack, Geschichte (1893): 97. See also See F. Lauchert, ‘Über die Apologie des Aristide’ (1894): 
290.
372 J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 80.
373 A. Harnack, ‘J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson: a review’ (1891): 306.
374  A.  Harnack,  ‘J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson: a review’  (1891): 307. See also M. Picard, L’apologie 
(1892): 16-7, 45.
375 See appendix 2 for my own text comparison. Furthermore see footnote 350 of this study for further 
similarities and differences between the Syriac and Armenian version of the Apology.
Syriac and Armenian, but chapters 14 and 15 in the Greek B&I),376  and finally  they 
share an interpolation on the four elements, which is absent from the Greek B&I. There 
are some minor differences between the Syriac and Armenian text that are independent 
of B&I, as will be discussed below.377 These suggest that it is a translator or editor of the 
Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology who has made these minor changes. The 
arguments also shows that the Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology do not rely 
upon the Greek B&I version. 
 The second possibility is that the Armenian depends on the Syriac, or the Syriac 
on the Armenian. Pouderon and Pierre provide us with five cases where the Armenian is 
independent of the Syriac (some of which are also independent  of the Greek B&I), and 
conclude that there are sections of the Armenian version of the Apology that compare to 
the Greek B&I version. This would lead us to conclude that the Armenian does not 
depend on the Syriac version.378  Finally, we move on to the discussion of the Syriac 
version of the Apology not depending directly on the Armenian. Pouderon and Pierre 
provide us with seven cases where the Syriac contains information that is not present 
within the Armenian version (as well as the Greek B&I, although there are two cases 
where the Greek does refer to the same ideas as the Syriac version, albeit later on in the 
text). The French scholars provide two strong cases which show the differences between 
the versions: The Syriac says that we must  ‘fear God’, whereas the Armenian says that 
we should ‘worship and glorify  only God’.379 Additionally, in the Syriac a connection is 
made between being called a Christian and ‘Christian excellence’, whereas in the 
Armenian and Greek the connection is between the name (Christian) and ‘the Christian 
preaching of Christ’s disciples’.380  There are two cases where we find some 
commonality between the Syriac text and B&I (which is independent  of the Armenian 
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376  M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 16 thinks the original order of the Apology is as it appears in the 
Armenian and Syriac version. He suggests the redactor of B&I has reworked the Apology as the 
translators of the Syriac and Armenian have no reason to change the formation of the text. I disagree and 
will discuss this in more detail below.
377 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 157.
378 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 158.
379 Apology 1.2.
380 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 159. Syriac 2.4, Armenian 2.4, Greek 15.2.
version).381  This means that the Syriac could not have relied upon by the Armenian 
version of the Apology, as the Armenian does not contain elements that  are present in 
both the Syriac and Greek versions of the text.382
 It seems that the Syriac and Armenian could share a common source. Yet this 
still begs the question of whether this parent version was a second redacted Greek text 
of the ‘original’, or whether it was originally in Syriac or Armenian. Pouderon and 
Pierre produce a seven-page discourse, setting out the arguments on whether there was a 
Greek, Syriac or Armenian proto-version of the Apology.383  They note that it is 
impossible to come to a conclusion by means of comparing the different versions of the 
Apology. Only when they  look to the theological vocabulary are they able to conclude 
that ‘some words and phrases present in both the Greek text and the Armenian version 
are absent from the Syriac text - evidence that the Armenian does not  depend on Syriac, 
but Greek’.384 There are, however, too many ideas absent from the Armenian and Syriac 
for the Greek version of B&I to be their source. Pouderon and Pierre reach the 
conclusion that:
in a comparative study of the three texts, the Armenian is more complete, especially in 
comparison to the extensive Syriac. Furthermore the Armenian follows more closely the 
original text ‘to which it had direct access.’ They say that 
In favour of the hypothesis of a Syriac prototype, there remains a possibility, 
as we have already mentioned: that Syriac and Armenian both depend on a 
lost Syriac intermediary (the proto-Syriac), close enough to the original 
Greek text for the Armenian version to appear to have been derived directly 
from the Greek, and not from that first Syriac version. That hypothesis is not 
to be excluded, but it raises the problem of the existence of two successive 
Syriac versions, created shortly after one another, and even one based on the 
other (the only way  to summarise the similarities which link the Syriac and 
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381  That is chapter 1.2 of the Syriac (as well as chapter 13.3). This has a a similarity to B&I 13.2-3: that 
God is not composed of members and parts.  Additionally Syriac 2.4 is comparable to chapter 15.1 in B&I: 
the passion of Jesus’ realised Divine Economy.
382 We may additionally note that the independence of the Syriac,  with respect to the Armenian,  lies most 
predominantly in the address of the Apology. See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 160.
383 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 162-9.
384 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 166. E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’  (1893): 61. F. 
Lauchert,  ‘Über die Apologie des Aristides’  (1894): 288; J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of 
Aristides (1891): 75.
Armenian texts). As it  is difficult to see the interest a repetition would have, 
we cannot hold to this hypothesis, which has nothing to sufficiently back it 
up.
The only hypothesis for Pouderon and Pierre which remains conceivable is that the 
Greek text is the source for the Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology. 
Nevertheless it is difficult to attribute the original text to a particular version. This 
‘leads us to believe that  a branch of the Greek text has become separated from the 
common stem after having been enlarged by  that interpolation, so as to finally  result in 
the two Syriac and Armenian versions in the form in which they  have been preserved to 
us.’385
 The French scholars conclude that there are three branches of the Apology, each 
based on a different Greek source. The Syriac translation has not been subject to the 
same ‘scruples’386  as the other versions may have been; for example, the Armenian is 
much more detailed. The Syriac version, for Pouderon and Pierre, ‘offers the most 
faithful reflection’ of the Apology and is therefore ‘more suggestive of what could be 
the original Apology’.387
And yet, scholars like D. Hagedorn see that ‘both textual traditions [scil. the 
Syriac and the Armenian] have their positives’,388  while already Geffcken had shown 
that also the Syriac was a heavily  reworked version.389  Finally, the comparisons by 
Pouderon and Pierre demonstrate that none of the versions of the Apology can claim 
authenticity  as they  stand, which therefore means we cannot exclude any  of them from 
our comparison.390 
v) Latin Text
The manuscript Naples Cod. B. N. VIII.B.10, dated to the fourteenth century,391 will be 
used as the basis of our discussion of the Apology. As previously seen, this Naples 
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385 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 169.
386 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 169.
387 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 171.
388 D. Hagedorn, ‘Ein neues Fragment’ (2000): 40.
389 See J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): xxxvi.
390 With the exception of the Georgian Martyrologies because of their relatively young age.
391  J.M. Gázquez, Hystoria Barlae et Iosaphat (1997); R.  Volk, ‘Urtext und Modifikationen’ (1993-4): 
459. 
manuscript was the result of a direct translation from the Greek version of B&I in 1048 
A.D.. It is purely  out of comparative interest  that we seek to determine how the Latin 
version of the Apology has been changed or adapted in translation. Additionally, no 
work has been produced on the Latin version of the Apology, nor on the Latin B&I so 
far. It is worthwhile to add the Naples manuscript to our discussion in the hope that this 
will stand as a basis for further work that needs to be done.
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Chapter 2: The Relation Between The Apology and B&I
In the previous chapter, we explored the textual tradition of B&I and the Apology, as 
well as the questions of authorship, content, language and audience of B&I. With the 
information gathered in that chapter we can begin to reflect more deeply  on the nature 
of the Greek Apology and its relation to B&I. The first problem we face is the 
embeddedness of the Apology in the novel. If taken to the extreme, we would need to 
reckon with the possibility  that  the redactor of B&I has altered the integrated text of the 
Apology to such an extent that no impact on B&I would be discernible. However, this 
position might not be tenable, because even if the language of the Apology did not 
impact on B&I, the content would have done, given the prominence the Apology has in 
the narrative structure of the B&I as shown before.
 The Greek text of the Apology represents the longer recension of the Apology, 
preserved in B&I, and finds its parallel in the Syriac version, supported by three Greek 
fragments. For the first two chapters, we can also compare the short recension, given by 
the Armenian tradition. Little research has been undertaken into the history of the text 
reception of the Apology, or on the redaction of the Apology as it  has been made part of 
B&I. Similarly, more has to be said about  the impact  of the Apology on B&I. The first 
observation is, of course, the inclusion of the 17 chapters of the Apology in chapter 27 
of B&I. In addition, scholars have pointed out that specific parts of B&I, beyond chapter 
27, have been impacted by  the Apology.392  This is especially noticeable for chapter 7, 
and less so for chapter 31 of B&I. Pouderon and Pierre are not surprised that the 
redactor of B&I has inserted into chapter 7 ideas comparable to those in the Apology.393 
However, neither Pouderon and Pierre, nor others before them, discuss in any depth the 
extent to which the Apology is used by the Greek redactor, beyond its insertion into 
B&I.394  It  is necessary to ask whether the small sections of the Apology that appear in 
chapters 7 and 31 of B&I have been metaphrastically inserted or even paraphrased. 
Similarly, we need to explore whether the Apology has had an impact upon the language 
and content of B&I beyond those passages.
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392 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2009): 122; B. Pouderon, ‘d’Apol. 14.2 Ba’ (2001): 77-9.
393 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 146.
394 This is because previous scholars are focused on comparing the Apology to other second century texts; 
or proving which version of the Apology is the closest to the ‘original’ Apology; or proving which address 
appears to be correct. On these see the introduction above.
 The second question that needs to be addressed is whether the redactor of B&I 
has changed the language and content of the Apology. And the first question to ask is, in 
which language had the redactor of the B&I the Apology at  hand? Was it a Greek text, 
was it, as for the rest of the B&I a Georgian text? For the latter would speak that the 
translator who rendered the B&I from Georgian into Greek was of Georgian background 
and that, as mentioned before, the Apology has also left  traces in the Georgian 
martyrologies. Unfortunately, this question had never been asked, as all scholars 
assumed that the Apology as can be found in the B&I was a Greek text, inserted into the 
B&I. And yet, an accomplished translator who was capable of rendering texts from 
Greek into Georgian and from Georgian into Greek would have been capable not only 
to translate and perhaps redact the entire B&I from Georgian into Greek, but also added 
material. Yet, as we will see from the comparison between the Greek papyri and the 
Greek text of the Apology in the B&I, it is undeniable that the redactor of the B&I had in 
front of him a more or less well preserved copy of the longer recension of the Apology 
in the Greek language. It  results from this that  the translator and redactor (if they were 
the same) not only  translated the Georgian novel into Greek, he also added genuinely 
Greek material, in order to re-write the novel and give it  a specifically Christian new 
character.
 Some scholars have claimed that the redactor has changed the Apology from 
something that resembled the Syriac version to the Greek version we now know. And 
this seems not too far fetched, as both versions represent the same longer recension. In 
addition, the hypothesis that  the redactor of B&I has ‘pruned away’ unnecessary details 
of the Apology has a prima facie probability.395  Harnack, who supports the Greek 
version as the most faithful witness to an ‘original’ Apology, supposes the redactor of 
B&I has ‘made some shortenings, as they seemed to fit him for his own purposes and 
also made some additions’.396 There have been no scholarly studies, and only very  little 
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395  J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 71. See also J. Sonet, Le roman de 
Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 67-8; A. D’Alès, ‘L’Apologie d’Aristide’ (1924): 354; M. Picard, 
L’apologie (1892): 16. In my opinion, this has been the failing of scholarship as no scholar has addressed 
this one hundred year problem. Some scholars (such as Raabe, Hennecke, Harris and Robinson, see 
below) have discussed some of these issues, but no detailed study has been undertaken to address this 
question.
396 A. Harnack, Geschichte (1893): 97.  It has been suggested by E.J. Goodspeed, Die ältesten Apologeten 
(1914): 19; J. Geffcken,  Apologeten (1907): 22; R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 208-9 that the displacement 
of the contents of chapter 2 of the Syriac and Armenian into chapter 15 of the Greek is because of the 
redactor of B&I. J.  Kaspar, ‘Aristides’  (1913): 16 thinks the religious experience content in chapters 
fourteen to sixteen are because of the redactor of B&I.
discussion, as to whether the redactor of B&I has changed the Apology, let alone, as 
mentioned, whether the Greek Apology derives from a Georgian version. 
 Raabe suggested that the opening sentences in the Syriac and Armenian contain 
philosophical notions that can safely be compared to the ‘philosophical train of thought 
at the time of the apologists’.397  The following year, Hennecke went further, declaring 
that the author of B&I no longer recognised the ‘prevailing notions’ of the Apology and 
that the overall conception of the Apology was compromised.398  Nevertheless, 
Hennecke noted a number of peculiar words within the Greek version, such as 
παρεισάγειν, µαταιολογία, and πλάνη, which suggested to him that these were part of an 
‘original’ Apology.399 Hennecke adds that the scant discussion on the gods in the Greek 
appears more true to an original, and suspects the Syriac was translated from another 
Greek text that was a later redaction (and not the version we now have).400 Such aspects 
that suggest the redactor of B&I changed the Apology,401  raise the question of the 
motivation of the redactor to making these changes. The reason why some scholars 
prefer the Syriac recension is that they doubt the redactor of B&I to have inserted the 
Apology faithfully: ‘A translator who, as such, has the duty  to reproduce faithfully his 
original is a priori a better witness than a novelist  who, instead of inventing an 
apologetic speech to a pagan king himself, inserts an old apology, thereby without any 
obligation to copy in terms of accuracy and completeness.’402
 No one expected to discover the Apology within the eleventh century novel B&I, 
and it  was only Harris’ discovery of the Syriac text that enabled Robinson to identify the 
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397 R. Raabe, ‘Die Apologie’ (1892): 26.
398 E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 52.
399 E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 58.
400 E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 114. E. Hennecke, ibid. 105, thinks that παράγειν has been 
inserted into the Apology by the redactor of B&I.  παράγειν  however is not used in B&I and is not used in 
any of the manuscripts in Volk’s critical edition. Hennecke does neither provide us with a reason, nor does 
he indicate which manuscript he is referring to in this assessment. Perhaps, Hennecke is referring to 
παρεισάγω which appears throughout the Greek Apology (seven times) however each use draws a parallel 
with the Syriac version. Further, it appears only twice (both occasions are independent and do not rely on 
an external source) outside of the Apology in B&I (chapter 9 and 24). 
401 I deem the evidence of scholars on this issue to be inadequate and challenge this claim.
402  Th. Zahn, ‘Die Apologie des Aristides’  (1892): 3. F. Lauchert, ‘Über die Apologie des 
Aristides’ (1894): 291 thinks the original Greek can only be reconstructed using the Armenian and Syriac.
content of the Apology in B&I.403 For the redactor to have placed the Apology into B&I, 
what modifications would have been necessary? Robinson suggests four:
1) The king is of course addressed throughout: but this is so in the original 
piece. Only a short sentence at  the end praises the wise choice of the 
king’s son.
2) The fourfold division of humanity into Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and 
Christians, was out of place in an Indian court. We find in its stead a 
triple division – worshippers of false gods, Jews and Christians: the first 
class is subdivided into Chaldeans, Greek and Egyptians, as being the 
ringleaders and teachers of heathenism to the rest of the world.
3) A short passage at the close, in which the Christians are defended from 
the foul charges so often brought against them in the first few days, was 
out of date and consequently has disappeared.
4) If we add to this that there are traces of compression here and there, and 
that the description of the Christians at the close is considerably curtailed, 
we have exhausted the list of substantial modifications which can with 
certainty be detected.404
We could add a fifth modification: the address. Notwithstanding the differing opinions 
about to whom the Apology was addressed, with the Syriac naming both Hadrian and 
Antoninus Pius and the Armenian stating it was addressed to Hadrian, we must assume 
that the Greek version would also have had an address. Even so, no address is given in 
the Greek version. 
On the second of Robinson’s observation, we have to note, however that in early 
Christendom a threefold structure, not a fourfold one, was preferred.405  His third point 
cannot be substantiated, as we do not know whether the passage was there in its 
Vorlage. However, let us take Robinson’s third argument to be correct, and analyse 
other ideas within the Apology to assess whether differences between the versions have 
been caused by the redactor of B&I.
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403  J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 71.  Previous to Harris and Robinson’s 
discovery, Zotenberg discusses the contents of the Apology, completely unaware of its origin and 
placement in B&I. See H. Zotenberg, ‘Notice’ (1887): 58-62.
404 J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 70.
405 J.R. Harris, ‘Celsus’ (1921-2): 166.
A) Chapter 27 (the Apology) and chapter 7 of B&I
The clearest example that has already  been highlighted by previous research is chapter 7 
of B&I. In this chapter, it is apparent that  the redactor is not simply copying for a 
second time what he had included at length into chapter 27 (with the exception of the 
passage contained in the thirteenth example below), but that he has paraphrased selected 
sections from the Apology, changing their form to the extent that  they are no longer 
immediately recognisable. The closest parallels are given in the three comparative 
columns below.406
B&I Chapter 7 Apology according to 
B&I Chapter 27
Apology according to 
the Syriac
I Οὗτος οὖν ὁ ἐν τρισὶν 
ὑποστάσεσιν εἷς θεὸς 
ἄναρχός ἐστι καὶ 
ἀτελεύτητος, αἰώνιός τε 
καὶ ἀΐδιος, ἄκτιστος, 
ἄτρεπτος, ἀσώµατος, 
ἀόρατος, ἀπερίγραπτος, 
ἀπερινόητος, ἀγαθὸς καὶ 
δίκαιος µόνος, ὁ τὰ πάντα 
ἐκ µὴ ὄντων 
ὑποστησάµενος, τά τε 
ὁρατὰ καὶ τὰ ἀόρατα· 
πρῶτον µὲν τὰς νοερὰς 
δυνάµεις καὶ οὐρανίους, 
ἀναρίθµητά τινα πλήθη 
ἄϋλά τε καὶ ἀσώµατα, 
λειτουργικὰ πνεύµατα τῆς 
τοῦ θεοῦ µεγαλειότητος·
ἄναρχον         καὶ 
                                          
        αΐδιον (1.2)
           
incomprehensible (1.1) ...
                  and all things 
visible and invisible are 
contained in Him. (1.2)
II Οἱ µὲν γὰρ αὐτοµάτως 
φέρεσθαι τὸ πᾶν ἐνόµισαν 
καὶ ἀπρονόητα 
ἐδογµάτισαν,
                          προνοίᾳ 
θεοῦ (1.1)
                     by the grace 
of God (1.1)
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the Apology). The italics represent some similarity between B&I chapter 7 and either the Syriac or the 
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III ὡς δῆθεν µηδενὸς 
ἐφεστηκότος δεσπότου· 
ἄλλοι εἱµαρµένην 
εἰσηγήσαντο τῇ γενέσει τὸ 
πᾶν ἐπιτρέψαντες. 
Ἄλλοι πολλοὺς θεοὺς 
κακοὺς καὶ πολυπαθεῖς 
ἐσεβάσθησαν τοῦ ἔχειν 
αὐτοὺς τῶν ἰδίων παθῶν 
καὶ δεινῶν πράξεων 
συνηγόρους·
               παρεισάγοντες  
              θεοὺς πολλοὺς 
γεγενῆσθαι, 
τοὺς µὲν ἄρρενας, τοὺς δὲ 




in that they have 
introduced many gods 
that are made; and some of 
them they have 
represented as male some 
of them as female (8.1)
IV ὧν καὶ µορφώµατα 
τυπώσαντες 
ἀνεστήλωσαν ξόανα 
κωφὰ καὶ ἀναίσθητα 
εἴδωλα, 
ὧν καὶ µορφώµατά τινα 
ποιήσαντες (3.1) ... καὶ 
ἀγάλµατα αὐτῶν ποιοῦντες 
καὶ θεοποιούµενοι τὰ 
κωφὰ καὶ ἀναίσθητα 
εἴδωλα. (13.1)
they made
likenesses (3.1) ... how 
thus they have gone astray 
after 
dead idols and senseless 
images (13.1)
V συγκλείσαντές τε ἐν ναοῖς 
προσεκύνησαν,
καὶ συγκλείσαντες ναοῖς 
προσκυνοῦσι (3.1)
and they enclosed 
them in temples (3.1)
VI                    λατρεύοντες τῇ 
κτίσει παρὰ τὸν κτίσαντα, 
                         οἱ µὲν 
τῷ ἡλίῳ καὶ 
                        τῇ σελήνῃ 
καὶ τοῖς ἄστροις, ἃ ἔθετο ὁ 
θεὸς πρὸς τὸ φαῦσιν 
παρέχειν τῷ περιγείῳ 
τούτῳ κόσµῳ,
καὶ ἤρξαντο σέβεσθαι τὴν 
κτίσιν παρὰ τὸν κτίσαντα 
αὐτούς· ...
ἡλίου τε καὶ 
                        σελήνης 
καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν στοιχείων 
τε καὶ φωστήρων, (3.1 this 
section appears before the 
section above)
and they began to serve 
created things instead of 
the Creator of them ...
(3.1) ... And in calculation 
then sun has a part with 
the rest of the stars in his 
course (6.1) ... and in like 
manner also the moon and 
stars. (6.2)
VII ἄψυχα ὄντα καὶ 
ἀναίσθητα, τῇ προνοίᾳ 
                             
             τοῦ δηµιουργοῦ   
                             
φωτιζόµενά τε καὶ 
διακρατούµενα, οὐ µὴν δὲ 
οἴκοθέν τι δυνάµενα, 
        προνοίᾳ θεοῦ (1.1) ... 
γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν θεὸν 
κτίστην καὶ δηµιουργὸν 
τῶν ἁπάντων (15.3)
         grace of God (1.1) ... 
For they know and believe 
in God, the Maker 
of heaven and earth, in 
whom are all things and 
from whom are all things 
(15.3)
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VIII οἱ δὲ         
       
          τῷ πυρὶ
Οἱ δὲ νοµίζοντες 
          τὸ πῦρ εἶναι θεὸν 
πλανῶνται. (5.2)
So too those have erred 
not a little who thought 
concerning fire that it is 
God. (5.2)




τὸ ὕδωρ εἶναι θεὸν 
ἐπλανήθησαν. (5.1)
And in like manner again 
have those erred who have 
thought concerning water 
that it is God. (5.1)
X
                             καὶ τοῖς 
λοιποῖς στοιχείοις τῆς γῆς, 
ἀψύχοις
– ὡς εἴρηται – καὶ 
ἀναισθήτοις οὖσι, καὶ οὐκ 
ᾐσχύνθησαν οἱ ἔµψυχοι 
καὶ λογικοὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα 
σέβεσθαι.
Οἱ µὲν γὰρ Χαλδαῖοι µὴ 
εἰδότες 
           θεὸν ἐπλανήθησαν 
ὀπίσω τῶν στοιχείων 
(3.1) ... καὶ αὐτὰ τὰ 
στοιχεῖα 
φθαρτά ἐστιν. (3.2) (as 
well as Chapters 4 and 7)
The Barbarians then, 
inasmuch as they did not 
comprehend God, erred 
with the elements (3.1) ... 
these very elements are 
corruptible and dissoluble 
(3.2)
XI Ἄλλοι θηρίοις καὶ ἑρπετοῖς 





ἀλλ᾿ ἔτι                               
καὶ ἄλογα ζῷα 
παρεισήγαγον θεοὺς 
                           εἶναι 
χερσαῖά τε καὶ ἔνυδρα, 
(12.1)
but they introduced also 
the nature of beasts, and 
said concerning it that 
they were gods: and also 
of the creeping things 
which are found on dry 
land and in the waters, 
(12.1)
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XII Οἱ δὲ ἀνθρώπων τινῶν 
αἰσχρῶν καὶ εὐτελῶν 
µορφώµατα 
ἀνετυπώσαντο 
καὶ τούτους θεοὺς 
ἐκάλεσαν, 
                              καὶ 
τοὺς µὲν αὐτῶν ἄρρενας, 
τινὰς δὲ καὶ θηλείας 
ὠνόµασαν,





νοµίζοντες τὸν ἄνθρωπον 
εἶναι θεὸν 
πλανῶνται. (7.1) ... but 




τοὺς µὲν           ἄρρενας, 
τοὺς δὲ       θηλείας,            





But those who have 
thought concerning men of 
old, that some of them are 
gods, these have greatly 
erred (7.1)
in that they have 
introduced many gods that  
are made; and some of 
them they have 
represented as male some 
of them as female (8.1)
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XIII οὓς αὐτοὶ ἐκεῖνοι ἐξέθεντο 
µοιχοὺς εἶναι 
καὶ φονεῖς, 
ὀργίλους καὶ ζηλωτὰς καὶ 
θυµαντικούς, 
πατροκτόνους τε καὶ 
ἀδελφοκτόνους, 
κλέπτας καὶ ἅρπαγας, 




καὶ τούτων τινὰς µὲν 
τετελευτηκότας, τινὰς δὲ 
κεκεραυνωµένους καὶ 
δεδουλευκότας 




                                
καὶ                       εἰς ζῷα 
µεταµορφουµένους ἐπὶ 
πονηραῖς καὶ αἰσχραῖς 
πράξεσιν. 
οὓς αὐτοὶ ἐκεῖνοι ἐξέθεντο 
µοιχοὺς εἶναι 
καὶ φονεῖς, 
ὀργίλους καὶ ζηλωτὰς καὶ 
θυµαντικούς, 
πατροκτόνους τε καὶ  
ἀδελφοκτόνους, 
κλέπτας καὶ ἅρπαγας, 




καὶ τούτων τινὰς µὲν 
τετελευτηκότας, τινὰς δὲ 
κεκεραυνωµένους καὶ 
δεδουλευκότας  




                                     καὶ  
εἰς ζῷα 
µεταµορφουµένους ἐπὶ 
πονηραῖς καὶ αἰσχραῖς 
πράξεσιν.(8.1 extra)
and in such a way that 
some of their gods were 
found to be 
adulterers and murderers, 
and jealous and      
envious, and angry and 
passionate, and 
murderers of fathers, and 
thieves and plunderers. 
And they say that some of 
them were lame and 
maimed; and some of them 
wizards, and some of them 
utterly mad; and some of 
them played on harps; and 
some of them wandered 
on mountains: and some of 
them died outright; and 
some were struck by 
lightening, and some were 
stolen 
by men; and lo! 
some of them were wept 
and bewailed by men; and 
some, they say, went down 
to Hades; and some were 
sorely wounded, and some 
were changed into the 
likeness of           beasts in 
order that they might 
commit adultery with the 
race of mortal women ... 
(the Syriac continues)
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XIV Ὅθεν λαµβάνοντες οἱ 
ἄνθρωποι ἀφορµὰς ἀπὸ 
τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν ἀδεῶς 
κατεµιαίνοντο πάσῃ 
ἀκαθαρσίᾳ· καὶ δεινὴ 
κατεῖχε σκότωσις τὸ γένος 
ἡµῶν ἐν ἐκείνοις τοῖς 
χρόνοις, καὶ οὐκ ἦν ὁ 
συνίων, οὐκ ἦν ὁ ἐκζητῶν 
τὸν θεόν. Ἀβραὰµ δέ τις 
ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ γενεᾷ µόνος 
εὑρέθη τὰς αἰσθήσεις τῆς 
ψυχῆς ἐρρωµένας ἔχων, ὃς 
τῇ θεωρίᾳ τῶν κτισµάτων 
ἐπέγνω τὸν δηµιουργόν. 
Κατανοήσας γὰρ οὐρανόν 
καὶ γῆν καὶ θάλασσαν, 
ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην καὶ τὰ 
λοιπὰ πάντα,
ἐθαύµασε τὴν ἐναρµόνιον 
διακόσµησιν ταύτην· 
       ἰδὼν δὲ τὸν κόσµον 
καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ ὄντα οὐκ 
αὐτοµάτως γεγενῆσθαι καὶ 
συντηρεῖσθαι ἐνόµισεν,
                            καὶ 
θεωρήσας τὸν οὐρανόν, 
γῆν καὶ θάλασσαν,    
ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην καὶ τὰ 
λοιπὰ,                ἐθαύµασα 
τὴν 
 διακόσµησιν τούτων. 
Ἰδὼν δὲ τὸν κόσµον καὶ τὰ 
ἐν αὐτῷ πάντα ὅτι κατὰ 
ἀνάγκην κινεῖται, συνῆκα 
τὸν κινοῦντα καὶ 
διακρατοῦντα εἶναι θεόν· 
(1.1)
                 and having 
contemplated the heavens 
and the earth and the seas, 
and beheld the sun  
and the rest of the orderly 
creation, I was amazed at 
the arrangement of the 
world; and I 
comprehended that the 
world and all that is 
therein are moved by the 
impulse of another, and I 
understood that he that 
moveth them is God who 
is hidden in them and 
concealed from them (1.1)
XV οὔτε µὴν τοῖς 
στοιχείοις τῆς γῆς ἢ τοῖς  
                        ἀψύχοις 
εἰδώλοις τὴν αἰτίαν τῆς 
τοιαύτης διακοσµήσεως 
προσανέθετο, 
σέβονται γὰρ τὰ φθαρτὰ 
στοιχεῖα 
                   καὶ τὰ νεκρὰ 




elements subject to 
dissolution, and dead 
images: and on account of 
their error they do not 
perceive who is the true 
God. (7.2)
XVI ἀλλὰ τὸν ἀληθῆ θεὸν διὰ 
τούτων ἐπέγνω, καὶ αὐτὸν 
εἶναι             δηµιουργὸν 
τοῦ παντὸς καὶ συνοχέα 
συνῆκεν. 
γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν θεόν 
κτίστην καὶ δηµιουργὸν 
τῶν ἁπάντων (15.3)
For they know and believe 
in God,
                       the Maker 
of heaven and earth, in 
whom are all things and 
from whom are all things 
(15.3)
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XVII
... Φαραῷ τινι τυράννῳ 
σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι 
φρικτοῖς καὶ                         
ἐξαισίοις ἐξήγαγε ἐκεῖθεν 
διὰ Μωσέως καὶ Ἀαρών ...
Ἐξήγαγε δὲ αὐτοὺς ὁ θεὸς 
ἐκεῖθεν ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ 
καὶ ἐν βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ διὰ 
Μωσέως τοῦ νοµοθέτου 
αὐτῶν, καὶ τέρασι πολλοῖς 
καὶ σηµείοις ἐγνώρισεν 
αὐτοῖς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 
δύναµιν. (14.2)
who removed from Syria 
and settled in Egypt, and 
there were called the race 
of the Hebrews 
       by their lawgiver (2.2)
XVIII ... ἀλλ᾿ εὐδοκίᾳ 
τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς ὁ 
µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος 
τοῦ θεοῦ ...
Εἶτα ὡς εὐδόκησεν ὁ υἱὸς 
τοῦ θεοῦ
ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς (14.2)
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XIX
                        
        ... καὶ Μαρίας τῆς 
ἁγίας παρθένου καὶ 
θεοτόκου: οὐκ ἐκ 
σπέρµατος ἀνδρὸς ἢ 
θελήµατος ἢ συναφείας ἐν 
τῇ ἀχράντῳ µήτρᾳ τῆς 
παρθένου συλληφθείς, 
ἀλλ᾿ ἐκ πνεύµατος ἁγίου, 
καθὼς καὶ πρὸ τῆς 
συλλήψεως εἷς τῶν 
ἀρχαγγέλων ἀπεστάλη 
µηνύων τῇ παρθένῳ τὴν 
ξένην σύλληψιν ἐκείνην 
καὶ τὸν ἄφραστον τόκον. 
Ἀσπόρως γὰρ συνελήφθη 
ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἐκ 
πνεύµατος ἁγίου, καὶ 
συµπήξας ἑαυτῷ ἐν τῇ 
µήτρᾳ τῆς παρθένου 
σάρκα ἐψυχωµένην ψυχῇ 
λογικῇ τε καὶ νοερᾷ 
προῆλθεν ἐν µιᾷ 
ὑποστάσει, δύο δὲ ταῖς 
φύσεσι, τέλειος θεὸς καὶ 
τέλειος ἄνθρωπος, 
ἄφθορον τὴν παρθενίαν 
τῆς τεκούσης καὶ µετὰ τὸν 
τόκον φυλάξας: ...
Οὗτος δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ 
τοῦ ὑψίστου ὡµολόγηται 
ἐν πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ ἀπ᾿ 
οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς διὰ τὴν 
σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, 
καὶ ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας 
γεννηθεὶς
ἀσπόρως τε καὶ
            
             ἀφθόρως
σάρκα ἀνέλαβε
                              καὶ 
ἀνεφάνη ἀνθρώποις, 
(15.1)
Jesus Christ, who is 
named the Son of God 
most High; and it is said 
that God  came down          
from heaven, and from a     
Hebrew virgin 
took and 
clad Himself with flesh, 
and in a 
daughter of 
man there dwelt the Son of 
God. (2.2)
XX ... Καὶ ἀπὸ τότε ἤρξατο 
σηµεῖα ποιεῖν µεγάλα καὶ 
θαυµαστά, ...
τέρασι πολλοῖς καὶ 
σηµείοις ἐγνώρισεν ... καὶ 
τὰ ἀναρίθµητα θαύµατα 
ἅπερ ἐν αὐτοῖς εἰργάσατο· 
(14.2)
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XXI ... Ὅθεν καὶ µαθητὰς 
ἐξελέξατο δώδεκα, οὓς καὶ 
ἀποστόλους ἐκάλεσε, καὶ 
κηρύττειν πᾶσιν ἐπέτρεψε 
τὴν οὐράνιον πολιτείαν, 
ἣν ἦλθεν ἐπὶ γῆς 
ἐνδείξασθαι καὶ οὐρανίους 
τοὺς ταπεινοὺς ἡµᾶς καὶ 
ἐπιγείους 
ποιήσασθαι τῇ αὐτοῦ 
οἰκονοµίᾳ.
Οὖτος δώδεκα ἔσχε 
µαθητὰς,
                         οἳ µετὰ τὴν 
ἐν οὐρανοῖς ἄνοδον αὐτοῦ 
ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὰς
ἐπαρχίας τῆς οἰκουµένης 
καὶ ἐδίδαξαν τὴν ἐκείνου 
µεγαλωσύνην· (15.2)
and then these twelve    
disciples went forth into 
the known parts of the 
world, and taught 
concerning His greatness 
with all humility and 
sobriety (2.2)
XXII Φθόνῳ δὲ τῆς θαυµαστῆς 
αὐτοῦ καὶ θεοπρεποῦς 
πολιτείας καὶ τῶν ἀπείρων 
θαυµάτων οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ 
ἀρχηγοὶ τῶν Ἰουδαίων – 
ἔνθα δὴ καὶ τὰς διατριβὰς 
ἐποίει – µανέντες, οἷσπερ 
τὰ προειρηµένα θαύµατα, 




κατεδίκασαν, ἕνα τῶν 
µαθητῶν αὐτοῦ εἰς 
προδοσίαν 
συναρπάσαντες. Καὶ 
κρατήσαντες αὐτὸν τοῖς 
ἔθνεσιν ἔκδοτον τὴν ζωὴν 
τῶν ἁπάντων ἐποιήσαντο, 
                  ἑκουσίᾳ µέντοι 
βουλῇ ταῦτα 
καταδεξαµένου αὐτοῦ· 
ἦλθε γὰρ δι᾿ ἡµᾶς πάντα 
παθεῖν, ἵνα ἡµᾶς τῶν 
παθῶν ἐλευθερώσῃ. 
Πολλὰ δὲ εἰς αὐτὸν 
ἐνδειξάµενοι 
                    σταυρῷ τὸ 
τελευταῖον 
κατεδίκασαν. ...
διὰ σταυροῦ θανάτου 
ἐγεύσατο ἑκουσίᾳ                
βουλῇ κατ᾿ οἰκονοµίαν 
µεγάλην· (15.1)
ἐµπαροινήσαντες εἰς 
αὐτὸν προέδωκαν Πιλάτῳ 
τῷ ἡγεµόνι τῶν Ῥωµαίων 
καὶ                   σταυρῷ
               
κατεδίκασαν, (14.2)
in order that a certain 
dispensation of His might 
be fulfilled. He was 
pierced by the Jews; and 
He died and was buried 
(2.2)
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XXIII
          ... Τεθείς τε ἐν τάφῳ 
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡµέρᾳ ἐξανέστη, 
νικήσας τὸν θάνατον καὶ 
ἡµῖν τὴν νίκην κατ᾿ αὐτοῦ 
δωρησάµενος· ...
Καὶ τελέσας τὴν 
θαυµαστὴν αὐτοῦ 
οἰκονοµίαν διὰ σταυροῦ 
θανάτου ἐγεύσατο 
ἑκουσίᾳ βουλῇ κατ᾿ 
οἰκονοµίαν µεγάλην·µετὰ 
δὲ τρεῖς ἡµέρας ἀνεβίω 
καὶ εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνῆλθην. 
(15.1)
and they say that after 
three days He rose 




... καὶ διδάσκοντες τηρεῖν 
πάσας τὰς ἐντολὰς τοῦ 
σωτῆρος.
Ἔχουσι τὰς 
            ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ τοῦ 
κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐν 
ταῖς καρδίαις 
κεχαραγµένας, (15.3)
from whom they received 
those commandments 
which they have engraved 
on their minds (15.3)
XXV  Ἐφώτισαν οὖν τὰ ἔθνη τὰ 
πεπλανηµένα
ὁδεύοντες γὰρ ἐν σκότει 
          προσρήσσονται 
ἑαυτοῖς ὡς µεθύοντες. 
(16.6)
and they grope as if in the 
dark, because they are 
unwilling to know the 
truth, and like drunken 
men they stagger and 
thrust one another and fall 
down. (16.6)
XXV
I           καὶ τὴν 
δεισιδαίµονα πλάνην   
                 τῶν εἰδώλων 
κατήργησαν. ...
Ἀλλ᾿ ἀγνώµονες καὶ αὐτοὶ 
φανέντες καὶ ἀχάριστοι 
πολλάκις ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς 
τῶν ἐθνῶν σεβάσµασι, 
(14.2)
Some of the above sections of comparison show direct  correlation between chapter 7 of 
B&I and the Apology. In the second comparison, the redactor paraphrases the contents 
of the Apology. In the third to the twelfth comparisons we find a similarity in content 
between B&I chapter 7 and selected parts of the Apology. Some of these similarities 
indicate copying from the Apology, as we will soon discover.  The pertinent question, as 
mentioned before, is whether the Greek text of the Apology has already been altered by 
the redactor of B&I, or whether the Apology is an independent source, which as an 
insert, impacted on the redactor’s work. There is little difference in the first comparison 
between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology. The reason for including it here is that 
Pouderon uses this section of chapter 7 to prove that the redactor of B&I has changed 
the Apology from something that  resembled the content of the Syriac, to the content of 
100
chapter 27 of B&I.407  The first point that must be discussed is the use of ἀπερινόητος 
(incomprehensible). From εἷς θεὸς to δίκαιος, the redactor has placed John of 
Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 2.10-3.408  This quotation includes the use of ἀπερινόητος, 
and therefore, the term does not derive from the Syriac version of the Apology. The 
second essential point is the use of ὁ τὰ πάντα ἐκ µὴ ὄντων ὑποστησάµενος, τά τε ὁρατὰ 
καὶ τὰ ἀόρατα.409  Pouderon thinks this reflects the Syriac version of the Apology: ‘and 
all things visible and invisible are contained in Him’. Following this (πρῶτον µὲν 
onwards), the redactor inserts content similar to Gregory Nazianzenus’ Orationes 38, 9, 
4-5.410 Therefore, sandwiched between quotes from two church fathers is a phrase taken 
from the content of the Syriac version of the Apology, albeit that the language is 
different. The fact that neither church father is mentioned by Pouderon casts doubt on 
his claim, as it appears the redactor is placing his own theology within B&I to help  the 
flow between the quotes he inserts. Moreover, it could also be possible that the Greek 
text has been reworked and enlarged by the redactor, and that a more primitive version 
looked rather like the Greek that formed the basis of the Syriac version.
 The second comparison, concerning the providence of God, shows no direct 
correlation between the Apology and B&I. The context is different, as chapter 7 shows 
that there was ‘no providence’, whereas the Apology describes God’s providence. 
Additionally, this is the only instance in which B&I refers to a position that holds that 
there is no providence, although it does discuss God’s providence, as will be further 
discussed below.
 In the third comparison, there is no similarity to be found between this section of 
the B&I novel and anything else in B&I, yet the parallels to the Apology are clear.411 
 The fourth comparison provides some more interesting parallels. The Syriac 
version of the Apology has something similar to the Greek B&I version: ‘and on this 
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407  B. Pouderon, ‘d’Apol. 14.2 Ba’  (2001): 77-80. In the comparison, the part in English is the Syriac 
version of the Apology.
408 Ὅτι µὲν οὖν ἐστι θεὸς ἄναρχος, ἀτελεύτητος, αἰώνιός τε καὶ ἀίδιος, ἄκτιστος, ἄτρεπτος, ἀναλλοίωτος, 
ἁπλοῦς, ἀσύνθετος, ἀσώµατος, ἀόρατος, ἀναφής, ἀπερίγραπτος, ἄπειρος, ἀπερίληπτος, ἀκατάληπτος, 
ἀπερινόητος, ἀγαθός, δίκαιος [...].
409 ‘Who created all things, both the visible and the invisible.’
410  πρῶτον µὲν ἐννοεῖ τὰς ἀγγελικὰς δυνάµεις καὶ οὐρανίους. This is also John of Damascus’ Expositio 
Fidei 17.76: Πρῶτον ἐννοεῖ τὰς ἀγγελικὰς δυνάµεις καὶ οὐρανίους. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph 
(2006): 59-60.
411 B&I chapter 7: κακοὺς is omitted in KMW1.
account they made likenesses’.412 The term ‘likenesses’ in the Syriac is the equivalent to 
the Greek noun µορφώµατα. Outside of the Apology chapter, µορφώµατα appears twice 
in chapter 7, and again in chapter 31 of B&I: ‘Thou makest not God, but the likeness of 
a man, or of some beast...’413 A similar interest must be taken in chapter 31 as in chapter 
7, as we find some comparisons to the Apology, which will be divulged later. We can 
conclude that the use of µορφώµατα in B&I has been borrowed from its use in the 
Apology. In the second part of the fourth comparison we can see a direct correlation 
between the texts from chapters 7 and 27, but also that some of the phrasings slightly 
differ. Instead of τυπώσαντες (chapter 7) we find ποιήσαντες (chapter 27). The phrase 
κωφὰ καὶ ἀναίσθητα εἴδωλα (identical in chapters 7 and 27) does appear in the Syriac 
version too: ‘how thus they have gone astray  after dead idols and senseless images’. 
Nowhere else in B&I does the phrase re-occur. Further, the only  instance of the 
phrase414  outside B&I is in Nicephorus I, Refutatio et eversio definitionis anni 815 
190.415  Nicephorus I is used nowhere else in B&I.416  This leads us to conclude that the 
B&I redactor is relying directly on the Apology as a source not only  in chapter 27, but 
also in chapter 7, and that because of parallels with the Syriac as in section 1 it is not 
always the text from chapter 27 that seems to preserve the Greek readings, but that we 
equally need to take into account the readings of chapter 7.
 The fifth comparison shows a close reading between chapter 7 of B&I and the 
Apology according to chapter 27.417  The Syriac Apology has the same as the Greek B&I 
version: ‘and they enclosed them in temples’. συγκλείσαντες appears only in chapter 7 
of B&I and in the Apology chapter. Throughout the rest of B&I, the redactor prefers 
προσεκύνησαν instead of συγκλείσαντες, as we have here. Again, this leads us to 
conclude that the redactor of B&I is relying directly on the Apology both in chapters 7 
and 27.
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412 See appendix 2 for a table comparison between the different versions of the Apology.  B&I chapter 27: 
second καὶ (13.1) to line 229 is omitted in XYZ. ποιοῦντες to line 22 is omitted in E.
413 ὥστε οὐ Θεὸν ποιεῖς, ἀλλὰ µόρφωµα ἀνθρώπου ἢ ζῴου τινός. 
414 In this conjugated form.
415 The use of this phrase in Nicephorus is in a different context.
416 This is a typical trait of the redactor: he will draw on a source a number of times within a small 
passage but not use that source anywhere else in B&I.
417 Chapter 7: καὶ is before συγκλείσαντές in manuscripts E’FGIJKLMNO’PRSU1U2VW1W1Kech. τε is 
omitted in DE’FGHIJKLMNO’PQRSU1U2VW1W2Kech.
 In the sixth comparison, there are both similarities and differences between 
chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology in chapter 27.418  B&I has λατρεύοντες, whereas the 
Apology has σέβεσθαι. There are no manuscript variances to suggest that  the Apology 
uses λατρεύοντες or σέβεσθαι. The two verbs have similar meanings (‘to serve’, ‘to 
worship’). They are used with reference to serving, or worshipping God not only  in 
these two chapters, but throughout B&I.419  It is only  in this comparative section, 
however, that these verbs are used with reference to ‘worshipping the creation more 
than the creator’. The Syriac version of the Apology contains the following phrasing 
which comes closer to the Greek from chapter 27 of B&I: ‘and they began to serve 
created things instead of the Creator of them’. The missing ἤρξαντο = ‘began’ in chapter 
7 indicates that the redactor of B&I may have preserved the older Greek text more 
closely in chapter 27 than in chapter 7. Volk indicates420  some similarity between this 
passage and Romans 1:25. The New Testament passage reads καὶ ἐσεβάσθησαν καὶ 
ἐλάτρευσαν τῇ κτίσει παρὰ τὸν κτίσαντα.421  The Romans passage gives us both verbs, 
but not ἤρξαντο. This, however, does not detract from the possibility that the redactor of 
B&I might also have relied upon Romans.
 The phrase τῇ κτίσει παρὰ τὸν κτίσαντα, as it appears in B&I chapter 7, also 
appears in Eusebius,422  Epiphanius,423  Athanasius,424  Didymus Caecus,425  Basilius 
Seleuciensis,426  Procopius,427 Catenae (Novum Testamentum),428  Maximus Confessor429 
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418  Chapter 7: We have τὴν  κτίσιν in manuscript L (like the Apology). Chapter 27: τὴν κτίσιν appears as 
τῇ κτίσει in manuscript C. τὸν κτίσαντα appears as τῷ κτίσαντι in J.
419  The idea of ‘serving God’ appears in B&I 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29,  31, 33 and 36. The idea of 
‘worshipping God’ appears in chapters 7, 25, 27 and 31.
420 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 64
421 See A. Wartelle, ‘Sur le vocabulaire’ (1989): 51-2 for a discussion of the use of σέβεσθαι. σέβεσθαι is 
used in other early apologists. See ibidem: 52-3.
422 De ecclesiastica theologia 2.14.8, Commentarius in Isaiam 2.56.
423 Panarion 3.362.
424 Contra gentes 8, Expositiones in Psalmos 27.97.
425 Commentarii in Zacchariam 2.119, Fragmenta in Psalmos 764.
426 Sermones xli 433.
427 Comentarii in Isaiam 2692.
428 Catenae in Acta 121, Catenae in epistulam ad Romanos 396.
429 Quaestiones et dubia 124.
and John of Damascus.430  Thus we have a number of possible sources from which the 
redactor of B&I might have taken it. We must rule out reliance upon the church fathers, 
as none of these sources use the phrase ‘the creation more than the creator’ in 
conjunction with λατρεύοντες. Instead, the church fathers use either σέβεσθαι or 
προσκυνῶ. Why, then, did the redactor use λατρεύοντες in chapter 7? That  the redactor 
was well versed in the content of the Apology is evident by  the way  he jumps around its 
different chapters in these twenty-six comparisons. He does not move consecutively and 
succinctly  through the Apology as he copies its content into chapter 7, but seems to 
borrow ideas and places them in no particular order, as in this passage: clearly here, the 
redactor is more of a paraphrast, than a metaphrast. 
 In the second half of the sixth comparison the redactor of B&I in chapter 7 does 
not seem to directly quote the Apology, as he uses different declensions for ‘sun’ and 
‘moon’ and also adds τοῖς ἄστροις.431  Although ἄστρα appears in 4.2 of the Apology, it 
is used in a very different context to our comparative section, and in no other version of 
the Apology do ‘stars’ appear in chapters 3.1 or 4.2. ‘Stars’ do however appear in 
chapter 1.1 of the Armenian version: ‘Heaven, the earth and the sea, the sun, the moon 
and the stars and all the creatures’; as well as in chapter 6.1 of the Syriac version: ‘And 
in calculation then sun has a part with the rest of the stars in his course’ (which is also 
found in the Greek fragments and the B&I version of the Apology), and chapter 6.2 of 
the Syriac version: ‘and in like manner also the moon and stars’.432  It  seems that chapter 
7 of B&I and the Armenian and Syriac versions of the Apology here are closer to one 
another than to the Greek B&I version of chapter 27. Volk, in his critical edition of B&I, 
does not indicate whether this section has been sourced elsewhere by the redactor.433 
Perhaps, the redactor of B&I may  have miscopied the Greek Apology in chapter 27 by 
missing out ‘stars’. 
 With regard to the seventh comparison, it is not difficult to see that B&I in 
chapter 7 reflects the same text of the Apology that he gives in chapter 27. Although, 
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430 Orationes de imaginibus tres 3,6.
431 Which means ‘stars.’ 
432  We must hasten to add that although the Syriac version does use ‘stars’  the context, in comparison to 
the novel of B&I, is different. If the Syriac used ‘stars’  in a similar context to the Armenian version, we 
could have a stronger case for the existence of a Greek version similar to the Syriac version.
433  Volk does not draw any parallel between this section of B&I and the Apology. Yet, my research 
indicates that the Apology draws a parallel with this section of B&I.
one has to add that the frequent use of both προνοίᾳ and δηµιουργὸν that appear 
throughout the Apology and B&I seem to show the widespread use of these terms by the 
translator of B&I.434  Interestingly, chapter 1.1 of the Syriac version of the Apology has 
‘grace’ instead of ‘providence’ as we have it  here twice in chapters 7 and 27 of the 
Greek B&I. Yet, the Armenian version of chapter 1.1 of the Apology also reads 
‘providence’, like the Greek text, and not ‘grace’ like the Syriac. If the stemma of the 
textual transmission of the Apology, as shown by Pouderon and Pierre, were correct,435 
it would be difficult to explain how the Armenian version that supposedly  is one of the 
two representatives of the ‘Oriental branch’ going back to Gr3 can show a reading 
which it  has in common with Gr2, unless the Syriac translator/redactor has altered the 
text and chose ‘grace’ instead of ‘providence’. Based on the stemma it would be 
unlikely that ‘grace’ was part of Gr3 and that the Armenian by chance had changed it 
and aligned itself to the Gr2 tradition, except we have to reckon with a contamination of 
the two traditions.436 As ‘providence’ is also a topic elsewhere in the B&I we may  see a 
certain influence of the Apology on the B&I. 
 The Syriac version of chapter 15.3 reads: ‘For they know and believe in God, the 
maker of heaven and earth.’ The Greek of it  in chapter 27 reads γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν 
θεὸν κτίστην  καὶ δηµιουργὸν τῶν ἁπάντων. If the Syriac translator was relying on a 
Greek version akin to the B&I version we now possess, it is unclear whether he has 
translated κτίστην or δηµιουργόν, if both nouns were originally part of the Apology. 
Given that κτίστην and δηµιουργόν do not appear in conjunction with each other 
anywhere else in B&I, nor in any other version of the Apology, it is more likely  that  the 
redactor of B&I did not  insert one of these nouns into the text of the Apology, but that 
the Syriac text contracted the two terms into one. A further comparison may even give 
us an indication which of the two terms the Syriac omitted in the translation. For 
κτίστην  is used in chapters 15.3 and 17.3 of the Greek version of the Apology and, 
looking at chapter 17.3, we can see that the Syriac version has to ‘worship  the true 
God’, while the Greek version however reads θεὸν κτίστην σέβεσθαι.437  It  seems, 
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434 προνοίᾳ appears in B&I chapters 7,  17, 18, 24, 26, 27, 31,  40 and δηµιουργόν appears in B&I chapters 
2, 7, 8, 10, 17, 18, 19, 21, 24, 25, 27, 30, 31, 34.
435 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 172; the stemma is reproduced above.
436 This is because ‘providence’ appears elsewhere in B&I.
437 For the use of σέβεσθαι in other early Christian Apologies see A. Wartelle, ‘Sur le vocabulaire’ (1989): 
51-2.
therefore, that the Syriac omitted here as in 15.3 the term κτίστην. Elsewhere in B&I, 
κτίστην  is used only in chapter 31. As previously stated, chapter 31, like chapter 7, 
draws upon some ideas contained within the Apology which underscores that κτίστην 
most likely was part of the text of the Apology. The same is true for δηµιουργόν  which 
re-appears in chapters 8.1, 13.1 and 15.3 of the Greek version of the Apology. In each 
case there is no comparison (except for chapter 15.3 as previously discussed) to any 
other version of the Apology. If we return to the comparison of chapter 15.3, we may be 
able to conclude that also κτίστην was part of the Apology. 
 In the eighth to the twelfth comparisons, the translator and redactor of B&I can 
be seen to be summing up the contents of the Apology (as discussed in the second 
comparison). These five comparisons indicate how well the B&I reflects the content of 
the Apology. The twelfth comparison is of particular interest. We must first refer to the 
conclusion from the fourth comparison: µορφώµατα originated from the Apology, and 
has not been inserted by  the redactor of B&I. Second, B&I and the Apology share the 
idea that there were gods that were male, and gods that were female. The same idea of 
gods of both genders appears in the Syriac version of the Apology, but is not found 
anywhere else in B&I. Furthermore, Volk indicates that there are no external sources for 
this section of B&I, which leads us to conclude that the redactor has relied on the 
Apology as a source.
 The thirteenth comparison contains the most fruitful insight thus far. A word-for-
word parallel between B&I and the Apology is clearly discernible. In the thirteenth 
comparison I have referenced the Apology section as ‘8.1 extra’. This is because this 
section of the Apology text appears only in the Greek B&I manuscripts A, G and W2.438 
This information is included in Pouderon and Pierre,439  but not in Volk’s critical edition 
of B&I. Volk does neither explain why he omits this section nor does he note the 
omission in his apparatus. The three manuscripts that provide us with this additional 
material are each from a different modification, as we have previously  discussed.440 
Comparing the Greek version of the Apology to the Syriac version, we find similarity 
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438  These are manuscripts: Iviron, fol.  39r, 1.2-13 (urtext); Scorialensis,  fol. 24ra,  1.18 - 24rb, 1.16 
(modification A); Parisinus, fol 32rb, 1.29 - 32va, 1.15 (modification C).
439  See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 292. This section also appears in C. Alpigiano, 
Aristide di Atene (1988): 49; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 11.
440 See chapter 1.A.i.3.b for a discussion on the different modifications of B&I. See the end of appendix 2 
where I discuss these manuscripts.
between them. According to the stemma provided by Pouderon and Pierre,441  each 
textual tradition of the Apology is independent of other versions.  Therefore, the Greek 
version of the Apology did originally contain this passage, and Volk was incorrect to 
omit it  from his critical edition. The text contained in the thirteenth comparison is, 
however, included by Volk in chapter 7 of B&I. If it were indeed the case that this 
section appeared in chapter 7, and not in most  manuscripts not in the Apology chapter, 
we would probably conclude that it was replicated by some scribes into the Apology of 
B&I. However, this conclusion is not satisfactory. 
 First, we must look at the context in which this section appears in chapter 7 of 
B&I. Previously, the redactor has discussed the worship of water (5.1 Apology), of fire 
(5.2 Apology), the elements (3.1 Apology) and men and women (8.1 Apology). The 
redactor also discussed Abraham thinking about the world (1.1 Apology) and its maker 
and demiurge, God (15.3 Apology), and not by the ‘earthly elements of lifeless 
idols’ (7.2 Apology). The discussion on the nature of the Greek gods fits easily into the 
text. 
 Secondly, such a conclusion does not take into account the Syriac version, which 
includes a similar parallel passage. This problem can only  be explained if we assume 
either a contamination between manuscript  A and the Syriac version, or that a scribe or 
several scribes and their copyists skipped this passage as they noticed that it was a 
duplication of a section that was already present in chapter 7. Yet, as the text in chapter 
7 is, indeed, as we have seen before, based on the text of the Apology that is inserted 
more fully into chapter 27, we can conclude that the passage of our section thirteen, as 
present in the three manuscripts, was part of the Apology, as correctly recognized also 
recently by Pouderon and Pierre. 
 Here, therefore, we have an example of the Apology being directly copied by  the 
redactor of B&I into his chapter 7 too. This conclusion requires caution: thus far the 
redactor of B&I has not copied such a large section of the Apology, and to do so here 
may therefore be deemed ‘uncharacteristic’. Nevertheless, we have seen from the 
seventh comparison (between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology in chapter 27) that what 
may appear on the surface to be ‘uncharacteristic’, is not necessarily so. There is, 
however, another option to consider. As already seen, and more will be noted below, the 
Greek redactor apparently  sometime shortens the text of the Apology which he inserts 
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441 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 172.
into chapter 27, whereas before in chapter 7 he gives a slightly fuller version of those 
parts that he already uses and presents from the Apology. It, therefore, also could have 
been the case that because he wrote out this larger piece from the Apology in chapter 7, 
he omitted it  in chapter 27, something a scribe of the manuscripts (or that of a parent 
manuscript) that preserve this text as part of the Apology in chapter 27 may have noticed 
who then still would have had access to the Gr3 tradition which produced this 
contaminated form.
 The Greek Apology text from the fourteenth comparison is contained with some 
significant differences within both the Syriac and Armenian versions. The Syriac omits 
‘moon and stars’ which we read in the Armenian version, whereas the Greek has 
‘moon’, but not ‘stars’. The Syriac reads ‘and the rest of the orderly creation’, while the 
Armenian contains ‘and all the creatures’. Our Greek texts differ,442  however, with 
chapter 7 providing us with the ‘all’ that we also see in the Armenian and reading ‘and 
all the rest’, whereas in chapter 27, the text is shortened with the ‘all’ omitted, as in the 
Syriac. As in section one, also here, the text that is given in chapter 7 seems to have 
preserved the Apology better than chapter 27. 
 One notable, comparative difference is how B&I chooses κατανοήσας (to 
understand/perceive) instead of the Apology’s θεωρήσας (to see/perceive). Both verbs 
appear throughout B&I, although κατανοήσας is preferred, especially when the redactor 
discusses the notion of ‘perceiving’ the world, or objects, as being of more value than 
humans. In contrast, θεωρήσας is used in B&I mainly in a non-philosophical or non-
theological context.443  Only  once outside of the Apology chapter, in chapter 10, is 
θεωρήσας used in a theological or philosophical context. The passage from chapter 10, 
as pointed out by  Volk,444  has been taken from Gregory  Nazianzenus’ Orationes 
40.41.13-4; therefore, it does not rely on the Apology. The alternative verb form, 
κατανοήσας, is used in chapters 2, 6, 8, 12, 14 and 15 of B&I.445  The content and 
context of these six examples are comparable to those of chapter 7 of B&I.  It is 
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442 On some minor scribal errors of the B&I manuscripts, such as the addition of καὶ,  or καὶ τὴν between 
‘heaven’  and ‘earth’, see for chapter 7: Κατανοήσας to διακόσµησιν in XYZ is omitted. πάντα is in 
CE’FGHIJLMNO’PRSU1U2VW1W2KechXYZ, whereas άπάντα is in K. And for chapter 27: after 
οὐρανὸν  adds καὶ τῆν in LMNO’TY. After οὐρανὸν adds τῆν  in X. After οὐρανὸν adds καὶ in 
GQRSU2‘VW1W2Z. καὶ τὰ λοιπά is omitted in C. καὶ διακρατοῦντα is omitted in V.
443 In B&I 22, 29, and twice in chapter 40.
444 See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 99.
445 The verb, with no philosophical aspect, is used in chapters 6, 12, 16, 17 and 26.
possible to conclude that the redactor of B&I has changed θεωρήσας to his more 
favoured verb, κατανοήσας. The further difference between the Apology and B&I in the 
fourteenth comparison is the addition of the adjective ἐναρµόνιον  which is part of his 
argument and summarises the end of section fourteen as given in chapter 27. The 
redactor has reworded the Apology content into what we now have in B&I chapter 7, but 
conveys the same message that is contained in the Apology. 
 The fifteenth comparison refers to the ‘elements and lifeless idols’.446  The Syriac 
version uses ‘elements’ as often as the Greek version of the Apology does,447  with a 
number of parallels between the two texts. The Balavariani does not refer to ‘elements’ 
at all; therefore, this noun has been deliberately  inserted into B&I by the Greek redactor 
who also inserted the Apology. The noun στοιχεῖα is used in the Greek Apology eight 
times, in comparison to only  five times throughout the whole of B&I. Of these five 
instances, two are in chapter 7, one in chapter 9 (where B&I quotes 2 Peter 3:12), one at 
the end of chapter 12 and one at the end of chapter 17. None of these additional uses of 
στοιχεῖα bear any content or context relationship to chapter 7 of B&I, but they  show that 
the redactor’s mindset was congenial to and his language at times influenced by the 
Apology. 
 Chapter 7 of B&I has τοῖς ἀψύχοις εἰδώλοις,448  whereas in chapter 27 he writes 
τὰ νεκρὰ ἀγάλµατα. The phrase ‘dead images’ or ‘idols without soul’ does not appear in 
the Balavariani, which suggests that  the redactor of B&I did not draw these expressions 
from the parent text. ‘Dead images’ occur in chapters 3.1 and 7.2 of the Syriac version 
of the Apology, both of which are parallel to the Greek version. ‘Dead idols’, however, 
also appear in chapter 13.1 of the Syriac version, but has no parallel in the Greek. May 
this be another instance where the Greek redactor has shortened the text  of the Apology 
in chapter 27, while he gives us more text of it in chapter 7? Both ἀψύχοις and εἰδώλοις 
appear throughout B&I, and so does νεκρά, whereas ἀγάλµατα appear only in chapters 
10, 31 and 32. Of these, chapter 31 may be reliant upon the Apology as a source,449 
109
446 Chapter 7: τῆς γῆς is omitted in D.
447 ‘Elements’ appear in chapter 3.1 Syriac and Greek (twice); 3.2 Syriac (three times) and Greek (twice); 
4.1 Syriac and Greek (twice); 7.1 Syriac (twice) and Greek; 7.2 Syriac and Greek; 16.6 Syriac.
448  Chapter 31 is also influenced by the Apology. We therefore have some comparisons between chapter 
31 and chapter 7 of B&I: for example the phrase τοῖς ἀψύχοις εἰδώλοις. We will discuss the 
commonalities between the Apology and chapter 31 of B&I below.
449 See the discussion below. 
which leaves two independent uses of ἀγάλµατα,450 suggesting that the redactor of B&I 
did not favour this noun, but used it, because it was present in the Apology. 
 In section sixteen, the Greek version of the Apology in chapter 27 has τῶν 
ἁπάντων,451 whereas the parallel Syriac version of chapter 15.3 of the Apology reads ‘of 
heaven and earth in whom are all things and from whom are all things’. The Syriac is 
very different from the Greek version. Yet, as already  seen, and other instances could be 
added, there are a number of occasions where the Syriac is more detailed than the 
Greek.452 
 The seventeenth comparison invokes numerous biblical ideas.453  The difference 
in the word order (‘signs and wonders’ for ‘wonders and signs’) is of little 
significance.454  Yet, the parallels are clear. With regards to Aaron, he is only  mentioned 
in this passage of chapter 7 in B&I, but does neither occur elsewhere in B&I nor is he 
mentioned in chapter 27, nor does he feature in the other versions of the Apology.
 The use of εὐδοκίᾳ, or εὐδόκησεν, in the eighteenth comparison produces two 
distinct ideas. In chapter 27 the text states that the Son of God was pleased (εὐδόκησεν) 
to come upon the earth. In contrast to this, chapter 7 of B&I has: ‘By the good pleasure 
(εὐδοκίᾳ) of our God and Father, and the co-operation of the Holy  Ghost, the only-
begotten Son, even the Word of God, which is in the bosom of the Father, being of one 
substance with the Father and with the Holy Ghost, he that was before all worlds, 
without beginning, who was in the beginning, and was with God even the Father [...]’ 
came upon the earth.455 No other version of the Apology contains an idea comparable to 
that of the Son of God being pleased to come upon the earth or of the Fathers pleasing 
or blessing. Volk does not indicate that this passage is drawing upon any  external 
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450 B&I 10 is possibly borrowed from the Balavariani 2.26; chapter 32 is taken from Martyrdom of Saint 
Catherine 45, 34-7.
451 Chapter 27: which appears as πάντων in T.
452 In chapter 1.2 of the Apology, the Syriac version expands on the traits of God, whereas the Armenian 
and Greek do not.  The Syriac regularly expands on sections and is incomparable to the Greek. This is 
especially evident in chapters 5.3, 6.1, 6.2, 11.3, 12.3, 15.4-6 and 16.6 of the Apology.
453  For example, the use of ‘signs and wonders’. The idea of the Jews being led out of Egypt by God 
through Moses only appears in Numbers 20:16; 1 Samuel 12:8; Psalm 104:37, 40; Baruch 1:20.  This is 
because the other examples available to us refer to either God or Moses leading the Jews out, but not to 
the image of God leading through Moses.
454 σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι (B&I 7, 9 and 32) appears this way round, rather than inverted, in the Apology. 
455 Chapter 27: W1 has an interesting addition after this passage. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 
280.
source. Similar ideas can be found elsewhere in B&I. Chapter 2456  refers to ‘the 
kindness of the saviour’, while in chapter 34,457  Christ was ‘pleased to be born of the 
holy virgin’. In chapter 2 of B&I the redactor is quoting Titus 3:4. Titus does not include 
εὐδόκησεν, which is found in B&I chapter 2. Therefore the redactor of B&I has 
deliberately  inserted the verb. In chapter 34 of B&I, according to Volk,458 the redactor is 
quoting Symeon Metaphrastes’ Vita S. Philippi Apostoli 19.459  However, this Symeon 
Metaphrastes text does not use εὐδόκησεν either. Although each piece of evidence is 
distinct in content and context, it  is the infidelity of the redactor that speaks more loudly 
than the comparison between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology. As stated, the redactor 
has inserted εὐδόκησεν into the quote of Titus 3:4 and into Symeon Metaphrastes’ Vita 
S. Philippi Apostoli 19. Therefore, it is likely that  he has also inserted εὐδόκησεν or the 
noun εὐδοκίᾳ into the text of the Apology. Additionally, the insertion of Symeon 
Metaphrastes’ text into chapter 34 of B&I is intriguing, as some of the language is very 
similar (although not identical) to the Apology: the Apology does not use πατρός, nor 
ἀναστὰς ἐκ νεκρῶν; what is similar is the use of παρθένου ἁγίας, without Θεοτόκος, 
which is used throughout B&I. We will discuss this forthwith.
 The nineteenth comparison shows some theological differences between the 
Apology from chapter 27 and B&I.460  First of all, B&I uses Θεοτόκος in chapters 7 (!), 
19461 and 34 of B&I, but not in chapter 27! And even if for chapter 34462 Θεοτόκος only 
appears in manuscripts VW1 and W2463  where it could be excluded as a later addition, 
there is a strong discrepancy with regards to this theologically loaded text between 
chapters 7 and 27. That Θεοτόκος has not been inserted into the text of chapter 27 
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456  Ὅτε δὲ εὐδόκησεν ἡ χρηστότης καὶ ἡ ἀγαθωσύνη τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡµῶν θεοῦ ἐξελέσθαι µε τῆς χαλεπῆς 
ἐκείνης αἰχµαλωσίας.
457  Σπλαγχνισθεὶς οὖν ὁ πλάσας ἡµᾶς θεὸς εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος 
εὐδόκησεν  ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας καθ  ᾿ἡµᾶς τεχθῆναι· καὶ πάθεσιν  ὁµιλήσας ὁ ἀπαθὴς διὰ τρίτης τε ἀναστὰς 
ἐκ νεκρῶν.
458 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 353.
459 PG 115 (193 C 2-7).
460  Chapter 7: ἐψυχωµένην appears as ἐµψθχωµένην in CE’FGHIJKLMNO’PQRSU1U2VW1W2Kech. 
ἐψυχωµένην  appears as ἐψυχωµένη in D. Chapter 27: τοῦ ὑψίστου is omitted in G. ὡµολογηται is omitted 
in U1. ὡµολογηται appears as ὁµολεγεῖται in GLMNQVW2XYZ. ἁγίας is omitted in R’R’’.
461  εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος ἀσπόρως συλληφθεὶς ἐν τῇ µήτρᾳ τῆς ἁγίας 
παρθένου καὶ θεοτόκου Μαρίας διὰ πνεύµατος ἁγίου,  καὶ ἀφθόρως ἐξ αὐτῆς γεννηθείς καὶ ἄνθρωπος 
τέλειος γενόµενος, καὶ ὅτι ὁ αὐτὸς Θεὸς τέλειός ἐστι καὶ ἄνθρωπος τέλειος.
462 See the text in the seventeenth comparison. It only uses ‘holy virgin,’ with no inclusion of Θεοτόκος.
463 R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 353.
speaks for the fidelity, in which the redactor of B&I has worked when he incorporated 
the text of the Apology. This is also true, if one wants to discount the discrepancy  by 
pointing to the fact that in both chapters 7 and 19 Θεοτόκος appears in quotes from John 
of Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 45,47 (chapter 7) and 2.17-28 (chapter 19).464  And also in 
these cases, the redactor has introduced the term from an external source, it is still 
significant that this did not impact on the text of the Apology in chapter 27. However, 
the second difference in the nineteenth comparison may serve as a counter-argument, 
perhaps not to the fidelity  of the redactor, but to that of the text that  he had at hand. As 
one can see from the phrase καὶ ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας in appendix 3 of our study that gives 
the comparison of the section on the Christians in the different versions of the Apology, 
chapter 2 of the Syriac and Armenian versions are to some degree parallel to this phrase 
from chapter 15 of the Apology in the B&I version of chapter 27. Yet, the Syriac and 
Armenian both call Mary ‘a Hebrew Virgin’, whereas the Apology refers to Mary as 
παρθένου ἁγίας. παρθένου ἁγίας appears in three other places in B&I: chapters 7 (!), 19 
and 34 (as previously  discussed). In these chapters παρθένου ἁγίας appears in the same 
sentence as Θεοτόκος, and therefore the same sources that use Θεοτόκος also use 
παρθένου ἁγίας. The context, therefore, may make it  likely that the redactor changed the 
wording of the Apology to create continuity  with the rest of B&I and introduced 
παρθένου ἁγίας. If so, however, why  did he not insert either θεοτόκου or Μαρίας into 
the Apology? 
 The third difference is the use of γεννηθεὶς ἀσπόρως τε καὶ ἀφθόρως σάρκα 
ἀνέλαβε in the B&I version of the Apology. Returning to the comparison of the section 
on Christians in appendix 3, we can see that the Syriac reports that Jesus ‘took and clad 
Himself with flesh, and in a daughter of man there dwelt the Son of God’. In 
comparison, the Armenian has ‘and was born taking a body form from the virgin to 
appear as human’. There seems a clear theologising of Mariology  going on from a 
barely developed text represented by the Syriac version to a more elaborated form, 
represented by the Armenian to a most loaded expression, given in the Greek B&I, less 
so in chapter 27 and more so even in chapter 7. 
 The nineteenth comparison shows that there are some similarities between B&I 
chapter 7 and chapter 27. B&I chapter 7 has οὐκ ἐκ σπέρµατος ἀνδρὸς ... ἐν τῇ ἀχράντῳ 
µήτρᾳ; it also uses the adjectives ἄφθορον  and ἀσπόρως. The context ἄφθορον as used 
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464 See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 68 and 183 respectively.
in chapter 7 is different to that of the Apology. The Apology states that Jesus was born 
uncorrupted, whereas B&I chapter 7 states more correctly that Mary  (τὴν παρθενίαν) 
was uncorrupted. The text as it is given in chapter 27 is a condensed form of what we 
read in chapter 7, but so much shortened as to become incorrect without the background 
of chapter 7. Not Jesus was uncorrupt (or incorrupt), but he who has been born neither 
from the sperm of a man nor from man’s will has been born in an uncorrupted mother, a 
holy virgin. More than previous sections, this one clearly shows that in it the redactor 
seems to have reformulated the text of the Apology as he gives it in chapter 27 without 
fully  giving what he had in mind, as he had expressed it already in chapter 7 and 
therefore may have only given the summary  in chapter 27. This summary, however, 
only makes sense, if it is read in the light of what the author stated in chapter 7. There is 
one more instance in B&I, where he uses ἀφθόρως, namely in chapter 19; more often, 
the redactor preferred the adjective ἀχράντῳ, which is used in conjunction with Mary a 
total of seven times, in chapters 7, 8, 12, 19 and 39. Chapter 19 shows one of his 
sources for section nineteen and, therefore, for his particular reformulation of the 
Apology: John of Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 2:
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B&I Chapter 19 Expositio Fidei 2
καὶ ὅτι ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ 
θεοῦ καὶ θεὸς 
διὰ τὴν ἡµετέραν σωτηρίαν κατῆλθεν ἐπὶ 
γῆς, εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ 
ἁγίου πνεύµατος ἀσπόρως συλληφθεὶς         
           ἐν τῇ µήτρᾳ τῆς ἁγίας παρθένου καὶ 
θεοτόκου Μαρίας                   διὰ 
πνεύµατος ἁγίου, καὶ ἀφθόρως ἐξ αὐτῆς 
γεννηθεὶς καὶ ἄνθρωπος τέλειος                
γενόµενος, καὶ ὅτι ὁ αὐτὸς θεὸς τέλειός 
ἐστι καὶ ἄνθρωπος τέλειος, ἐκ δύο φύσεων, 
θεότητός τε καὶ ἀνθρωπότητος, καὶ ἐν δύο 
φύσεσι νοεραῖς, θελητικαῖς τε καὶ 
ἐνεργητικαῖς καὶ αὐτεξουσίοις καὶ κατὰ 
πάντα τελείως ἐχούσαις κατὰ τὸν ἑκάστῃ 
πρέποντα ὅρον τε καὶ λόγον,       φηµὶ δὴ 
θεότητί τε καὶ ἀνθρωπότητι, µιᾷ δὲ 
συνθέτῳ ὑποστάσει. 
              Καὶ ταῦτα δὲ ἀπεριέργως δέχου, 
µηδ᾿ ὅλως τὸν τρόπον µαθεῖν ἐκζητῶν, πῶς 
ἑαυτὸν ἐκένωσεν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ 
ἄνθρωπος γέγονεν ἐκ παρθενικῶν αἱµάτων 
ἀσπόρως τε καὶ ἀφθάρτως, ἢ τίς ἡ τῶν δύο 
φύσεων ἐν µιᾷ ὑποστάσει συνέλευσις.
καὶ ὅτι ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ 
θεοῦ καὶ θεὸς διὰ σπλάγχνα ἐλέους αὐτοῦ, 
διὰ τὴν ἡµετέραν σωτηρίαν,   
         εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ 
ἁγίου πνεύµατος ἀσπόρως συλληφθεὶς 
ἀφθόρως ἐκ           τῆς ἁγίας παρθένου καὶ 
θεοτόκου Μαρίας γεγέννηται διὰ 
πνεύµατος ἁγίου 
              καὶ ἄνθρωπος τέλειος ἐξ αὐτῆς 
γέγονε, 
                                      ἐκ δύο φύσεων, 
θεότητός τε καὶ ἀνθρωπότητος, καὶ ἐν δύο 
φύσεσι νοεραῖς θελητικαῖς τε καὶ 
ἐνεργητικαῖς καὶ αὐτεξουσίοις καὶ ἁπλῶς 
εἰπεῖν τελείως ἐχούσαις κατὰ τὸν ἑκάστῃ 
πρέποντα ὅρον τε καὶ λόγον, θεότητί τε καὶ 
ἀνθρωπότητί φηµι,                µιᾷ δὲ 
συνθέτῳ ὑποστάσει, ὅτι τε ἐπείνησε καὶ 
ἐδίψησε καὶ ἐκοπίασε καὶ ἐσταυρώθη καὶ 
θανάτου καὶ ταφῆς πεῖραν ἐδέξατο καὶ 
ἀνέστη τριήµερος καὶ εἰς οὐρανοὺς 
ἀνεφοίτησεν, ὅθεν πρὸς ἡµᾶς παραγέγονε 
καὶ παραγενήσεται πάλιν εἰς  ὕστερον, καὶ 
ἡ θεία γραφὴ µάρτυς καὶ πᾶς ὁ τῶν ἁγίων 
χορός.
Both terms, ἀσπόρως and ἀφθόρως appear in John of Damascus’ quote and refer to 
Jesus’ conception from the holy  virgin, the mother of God. This is the parallel on which 
the redactor has shaped the passage of the Apology by condensing the content of it. 
According to Volk,465  chapter 7 of B&I has a further parallel in parts of John of 
Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 45, although the two texts are less directly related than the 
previous parallels,466  and neither ἀφθόρως nor ἀσπόρως are used in Expositio Fidei 45. 
However, ἀσπόρως is used further on in chapter 19 of B&I within a context that  is 
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465  R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 68. Chapter 7: following θεότητί τε καὶ ἀνθρωπότητι, 
manuscripts E’FGHIJKLMNO’PQRSTU1VW1W2Kech include φηµὶ which is the same as Expositio 
Fidei.
466  This is why I have not inserted a comparison between the two text as the discussion of such is not 
pertinent to the aim’s of the thesis.
similar to chapter 7 of B&I and, again, we find references to John of Damascus’ 
Expositio Fidei and other church fathers. 
The following conclusion can therefore be drawn: as there are few parallels in 
this section between the Greek version of the Apology from chapters 7 and 27 of the 
B&I on the one hand, and the Syriac and Armenian versions on the other, and because 
chapter 7 gives us John of Damascus as the literary basis for the elaboration of what is 
condensed in chapter 27, it is most likely that the redactor of B&I has formed what we 
read as given in chapter 27 and has been taken as Greek text of the Apology which 
deviates considerably  from what we find in the Syriac and Armenian version of the 
Apology. 
 The twentieth comparison has a degree of similarity to the seventeenth. The 
section provides biblical ideas, but  the wording itself supports the close connection 
between chapters 7 and 27. However, no further parallels of the section to other places 
of the B&I version of the Apology and other versions of it  can be found.467  While in 
chapter 7 (above in section seventeen) God through Moses performed σηµείοις καὶ 
τέρασι, here in chapter 7 it is Jesus who is σηµεῖα ποιεῖν µεγάλα καὶ θαυµαστά. There is 
one New Testament passage that mentions Jesus performing great wonders and signs: 
Acts 2:22.468  Acts uses τέρασι instead of θαυµαστά. Apparently, the redactor of B&I, 
having previously read Acts, is drawing upon the New Testament book rather than 
quoting it both in chapter 7 as well as in chapter 27. There are no direct parallels in the 
Syriac version of the Apology469  to this section. Chapter 7 of B&I uses the adjectival 
form of ‘wonder’, whereas the Apology uses the noun form. This is because B&I 
describes some of the wonders that Jesus performs.470  If we look to Jesus’ 
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467 Chapter 27: ἀναρίθµητα is omitted in U2’.
468  Ἰησοῦν τὸν Ναζωραῖον, ἄνδρα ἀποδεδειγµένον  ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ εἰς ὑµᾶς δυνάµεσι καὶ τέρασι καὶ 
σηµείοις οἷς ἐποίησεν δι' αὐτοῦ ὁ θεὸς ἐν µέσῳ ὑµῶν, καθὼς αὐτοὶ οἴδατε, There are other places where 
‘wonders and signs,’ or ‘signs and wonders’ are referred to in the New Testament: none of which are 
specific to Jesus performing them.
469  The adjectival form, θαυµαστά also appears in chapter 15.2 of the Apology: καί,  τελέσας τὴν 
θαυµαστὴν αὐτοῦ οἰκονοµίαν, διὰ σταυροῦ θανάτου. There is no parallel between this version of the 
Apology to either the other versions of the Apology or the rest of B&I. The other time θαυµαστά is used in 
the Apology is in chapter 16.5. In both the Syriac and the Greek version of the Apology the Christian 
teachings are called ‘wonderful’. 
470 The noun form can be found in B&I 7, 8, 12, 13, 16, 21, 22, 27, 34, 38 and 40.  In reference to ‘God’s 
wonders,’ the idea can be found in chapters 7 and 12. We can find the idea of ‘Jesus’ wonders’ in chapters 
7, 8 and 21. The adjectival form can be found in chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 17, 18, 27, 28,  30, 32, 34, 
38 and 40. Of these, we have two references to ‘God’s wonders’ in chapters 7 and 12 and only one 
reference to ‘Jesus’ wonders’ in chapter 7.
‘wonders’ (θαύµατα) we can see that  chapters 7, 8 and 21 are similar to the Apology. 
Beyond this similarity in each instance (chapters 7, 8 and 21) where B&I mentions the 
wonders of Jesus, the language and content is independent of and not comparable with 
the present section. 
 In the Apology the adjective that  appears with θαύµατα is ἀναρίθµητα. No 
similar context nor use of ‘innumerable wonders’ can be found in any other version of 
the Apology. This adjective is used elsewhere in B&I: chapters 7,471  11,472  16473  and 
35.474 The redactor of B&I has not quoted any  external source (although chapters 11 and 
35 are internal references to one another), and none of these examples are comparable to 
the use of ἀναρίθµητα in the Apology. In fact, nowhere outside chapter 27 is this form 
of ἀναρίθµητα used to describe the wonders Jesus performed. Therefore, here too, it is 
likely that we face the redactor’s wording.
 Although the differences in the twenty-first  comparison between chapters 7 and 
27 is obvious, we can still find some commonalities.475 First, it is the introduction of the 
twelve disciples, in chapter 7 called the apostles. Whether or not this detail belonged to 
the Greek version of the Apology cannot be answered, but the use of ‘incarnate’ or 
‘incarnation’ in chapters 2 and 27 is worth discussing. A number of Greek words are 
used for ‘incarnate’ or ‘incarnation’, such as κένωσις and ἐνσαρκῳ, but the two 
preferred words are οἰκονοµία and the more commonly used ἐνανθρώπησις. Οἰκονοµία, 
in B&I, often refers to Christ’s ‘dispensation’ on the cross; something the Apology uses 
twice.476  Neither instance where the B&I version of the Apology uses οἰκονοµία relates 
to other versions of the Apology. The word ἐνανθρώπησιν is used five times in B&I;477 
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471 ἀναρίθµητά τινα πλήθη.
472 καὶ τοὺς ἀναριθµήτους οἰκτιρµοὺς τοῦ Θεοῦ νικῆσαι οὐ δύναται.
473 καὶ χρηµάτων ἀναρίθµητον ὄγκον.
474 ἐκείνη δὲ ἀµέτρητός ἐστι καὶ ἀναρίθµητος.
475  Chapter 7: Ὅθεν καὶ µαθητὰς to the end of chapter 7 is omitted in XYZ. Chapter 27: ἐν οὐρανοῖς is 
replaced with εἰς οὐρανοῖς in U1U2‘VXYZ.
476 See chapter 15 of the Apology. οἰκονοµία is used within B&I 1, 4, 7, 8, 27, 30, 34.
477 In B&I 8, 11, 19, 21.
in four out of the five times, the verb is used in conjunction with ‘the Word’478 of God. 
This theological concept does not feature in the Apology, as we will soon discuss. The 
fifth time ἐνανθρώπησιν  appears in B&I reads as follows: ‘How our maker, heedful of 
our salvation, sent forth teachers and prophets proclaiming the Incarnation of the Only-
begotten. Then he spoke of the Son, his dwelling among men ...’479 The redactor of B&I 
has used ἐνανθρώπησις as a name for Jesus, therefore as a noun. In the other four cases, 
the redactor refers to ἐνανθρωπήσας Θεὸς Λόγος in a verbal or adjectival way. How 
does this compare to the Apology? If we return to the nineteenth comparison, it says that 
Christ took on flesh; however the Greek in the Apology is quite literally σάρκα ἀνέλαβε 
and not ἐνανθρώπησις. The Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology, chapter 2, 
have something similar to the Greek version: that Jesus ‘clad himself with 
flesh’ (Syriac) or was ‘taking a body  form’ (Armenian). Although similar to the Greek 
version of the Apology, the exact terminology is not discernible within translation, yet 
we can conclude that the use of σάρκα ἀνέλαβε may go back to the Greek Vorlage of 
the Apology that was at hand to the redactor of B&I, because this expression does not 
appear anywhere else in B&I other than in the Apology chapter. 
 There is an additional parallel in the twenty-first comparison between the 
Apology and B&I:
B&I Chapter 7 Apology (according to B&I 
Chapter 27) 15.1
Apology (according to B&I 
Chapter 27) 15.2
καὶ κηρύττειν πᾶσιν 
ἐπέτρεψε τὴν οὐράνιον 
πολιτείαν
µετὰ δὲ τρεῖς ἡµέρας ἀνεβίω 
καὶ               εἰς οὐρανοὺς 
ἀνῆλθεν.
οἳ µετὰ τὴν 
                     ἐν οὐρανοῖς 
ἄνοδον αὐτοῦ ἐξῆλθον εἰς 
τὰς ἐπαρχίας 
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478 In B&I 8: ‘For thus spake God, the Word, who was incarnate for the salvation of our race’  οὕτω γὰρ ὁ 
ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τοῦ γένους ἡµῶν ἐνανθρωπήσας Θεὸς Λόγος εἶπεν· and ‘And how cometh it that thou hast 
heard the words of God incarnate?’ πόθεν δὲ τὰ τοῦ ἐνανθρωπήσαντος Θεοῦ ῥήµατα σὺ ἀκήκοας;. In 
chapter 11 ‘God, the Word, made man for the salvation of our race’ ὁ γὰρ ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τοῦ γένους ἡµῶν 
ἐνανθρωπήσας Θεὸς Λόγος, and in chapter 19 ‘Faithfully worship, with honour and reverence, the 
venerable likeness of the features of the Lord, the Word of God, who for our sake was made man, 
thinking to behold in the Image thy Creator himself.’ Προσκύνει πιστῶς τιµῶν καὶ ἀσπαζόµενος τὸ 
σεβάσµιον ἐκτύπωµα τοῦ Δεσποτικοῦ χαρακτῆρος τοῦ δι  ᾽ ἡµᾶς ἐνανθρωπήσαντος Θεοῦ Λόγου, αὐτὸν 
δοκῶν τὸν Κτίστην ὁρᾶν ἐν τῇ εἰκόνι.
479  ὅπως τῆς ἡµετέρας φροντίζων ὁ Δηµιουργὸς σωτηρίας διδασκάλους ἀπέστειλε καὶ προφήτας τὴν τοῦ 
Μονογενοῦς κηρύττοντας σάρκωσιν· ἔπειτα καὶ τὴν ἐκείνου κάθοδον, τὴν ἐνανθρώπησιν (B&I 21).
The difference between B&I chapters 7 and 27 are obvious, but it is also interesting to 
see how the wording can change within the same chapter of B&I 27.480 The language of 
Jesus being ‘taken up (in)to heaven’ is uncommon. For instance, this specific language 
only appears twice in the New Testament: Luke 14:51481 and Mark 16:19.482 Other New 
Testament passages only allude to Jesus going to heaven,483  or are not explicit as to 
Jesus literally  ‘going to heaven’. 484  Because such language is rare, this can help us to 
ascertain why there are two different verbs used within the same chapter 27, describing 
Jesus going to heaven. The context in chapter 2 of both the Armenian and Syriac 
versions of the Apology is similar to chapter 15.1 of the Greek Apology, except that 
where the Syriac and Greek refer to ‘after three days’, the Armenian does not. Looking 
at the choice of verb used by the redactor author, and giving a breakdown of the word 
forms used, can help us to ascertain whether one, both or neither references to Jesus 
going into heaven are redactional elements.
 References to Jesus going into heaven using the verb ἀνῆλθεν, or its root 
ἀνέρχοµαι,485  appear around the time of the Apology’s original composition in Justin 
Martyr’s Apologia 31.7 and 42.4, and his Dialogus cum Tryphone 34.2.486  It  later 
appears in Origen’s Dialogus cum Heraclide 1.487  The use of this verb for the idea of 
Jesus ascending to heaven appears in later texts such as Symbolum synodi Nicaenae 
anno 325; Symbolum synodi Antiochenae anno 341 1, 2,3 and 4; Symbolum synodi 
Antiochenae anno 345; Symbolum Hierosolymitanum; Symbolum apostolorum versiones 
variae 7.41.6; Theodoretus Cyrrhensis, Comentarii in Psalmos 67:34; and Pseudo-
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480 Manuscript K in chapter 15.1 of the Apology has ἀνέστη ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν, instead of ἀνεβίω
481 Uses the middle, or passive, ἀναφέρω.
482 Uses the verb ἀνελήµφθη, from ἀναλαµβάνω.
483  For instance John 3:14 reads ‘And just as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the 
Son of Man be lifted up’, and John 20:17 reads ‘I am ascending to my Father’.
484 Acts 1:10 says that Jesus was ‘lifted up, and a cloud took him out of their sight.’
485  The idea of ascending into heaven using the verb ἀνέρχοµαι appears in Vita Adam et Eve 43; 
Testamentum Abrahae 4, 7, 15; Pseudo-Apollodorus, Bibliotheca 3.38. However none of these refer to 
Jesus ascending to heaven.
486 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre note that this passage is a reference to Luke 14:51 and Acts 1:9 (Apologie 
[2003]: 287). Volk makes no indication that this passage is similar to another source except the Syriac 
version of the Apology.
487 The phrase οὐρανοὺς ἀνῆλθεν (as it appears in the Apology) is used outside of the Apology in Asterius, 
Homilia 8.31.5. The phrase also appears in John Chrysostom, In Epistulam ii ad Timotheum 62.627; 
Manuel Philes, Carmina inedita 44; Hesychius, Commentarius brevis 18.7; Leontius, In Pentecosten line 
6, In Transfigurationem line 64.
Dionysius Areopagita, De caelesti hierarchia 7.3. The only  references to Jesus going up 
to heaven that date from around the time of the composition of the Apology and use the 
verb ἄνοδον are in Justin Martyr’s Dialogus cum Tryphone 82.1. The use of ἄνοδον in 
this context is more dominant in the fourth century.488  The evidence indicates that the 
passage that refers to Jesus going into heaven using the verb ἀνῆλθεν was not 
necessarily part of the Greek Vorlage. Given that there is no comparison to the other 
versions of the Apology, it is rather probable that it  was later redacted and inserted into 
the Greek B&I version of the Apology. 
 The verb ἀνῆλθεν is, indeed, used six times in B&I. The first instance is in 
chapter 27, and it  is later used twice in chapter 31 as well as in chapters 32, 33 and 34. 
Only chapter 34 refers to Jesus ascending into heaven.489 The word ἄνοδον, on the other 
hand, appears twice in chapter 8490  and once in chapter 33491 of B&I; all three instances 
refer to Jesus going up to heaven. Ἄνοδον  in chapter 33 has been lifted by the redactor 
of B&I from Symeon Metaphrastes’ Vita S. Thomæ Apostoli 9,22-3. However, neither 
use of ἄνοδον in chapter 8 of B&I has an external source.492  This underlines that  the 
reference to ‘after Jesus went  into heaven’ in the Apology may  have been inserted by the 
redactor of B&I. The idea of Jesus ascending into heaven does appear elsewhere in B&I, 
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488  For example Eusebius, Church History 1.13.4, Demonstratio Evangelica 1.1.6, 3.6.39, 4.17.19, 
6.18.23, Epistula ad Constantium Augustam 20.1545, 20.1548, Commentaria in Psalmos 23.173, 
Frgamenta in Lucam 24.589, De Ecclesiastica Theologica 3.5; Theodorus Mopsuestenus, Expositio in 
Psalmos 67.19a-b; Gregory of Nyssa, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium 3,1.222; Athanasius,  De 
Incarnatione verbi 25.5,  25.6 (twice), De synodis Armini in Italia et Seleuciae in Isauria 25.5, 27.3. And 
in Apologia contra Arianos sive Apologia secunda 42.5, De synodis Armini in Italia et Seleuciae in 
Isauria 26,1.3 as well as Expositio in Psalmos 67.25 (27.300); Symbolum synodi Antiochenae anno 345 1; 
as well as in Basil of Caesarea, Apollinaris, Cyril Hierosolymitanus,  Theodorus Heracleensis, Ephraem 
Syrus, Socrates Scholasticus, John Chrysostom, Theodoretus, Cyril of Alexander, Theodorus 
Mopsuestenus, Salaminius Hermias Sozomenus, Proclus, Hesychius and Basilius Seleuciensis.
489  συνανήγαγε γὰρ ἡµᾶς εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνερχόµενος, ὅθεν ἐτύγχανε καταβεβηκώς.  This passage has not 
been copied from an external source by the redactor of B&I.
490  οἳ καὶ παρέδωκαν ἡµῖν ἐγγράφως µετὰ τὴν ἔνδοξον τοῦ δεσπότου εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἄνοδον  τὴν ἐπὶ γῆς 
αὐτοῦ πολιτείαν,  τάς τε διδασκαλίας αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ θαύµατα κατὰ τὸ ἐγχωροῦν γραφῇ παραδοῦναι ... 
ἔπειτα καὶ περὶ τοῦ ἀχράντου πάθους οὗπερ ὑπέµεινε δι᾽ ἡµᾶς ὁ Κύριος, τῆς τε ἁγίας καὶ τριηµέρου 
ἐγέρσεως, καὶ τῆς εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνόδου, πρὸς δὲ καὶ τῆς ἐνδόξου καὶ φοβερᾶς αὐτοῦ δευτέρας παρουσίας.
491  τὸ πάθος ἐγνώριζε τοῦ σταυροῦ δι᾿ οὗ σεσώσµεθα, τὴν τῆς ἀναστάσεως δύναµιν  καὶ τὴν  πρὸς 
οὐρανοὺς ἄνοδον.
492 The second use of ἄνοδον in chapter 8, according to R. Volk (Barlaam et Ioasaph [2006]: 77), refers to 
Michael Psellus, Expositio 66-9 however this is an eleventh century text and therefore the redactor is not 
reliant on this as a source.
in chapters 1,493  7,494  19495  and 31:496  Chapter 19 has been taken from Gregory 
Nazianzenus’ Orationes 40 45, 28-39, while the other three examples do not have an 
external source, each using a different verb for ‘ascension’. This would suggest that the 
redactor does not have a specific preference for which verb should be used for 
‘ascension’. 
 In the twenty-second comparison we find again similar ideas in chapters 7 and 
27.497  The verb κατεδίκασαν is used in both places, and is particularly  pertinent to the 
discussion of whether B&I relies on the Apology or the Apology has been altered by the 
redactor of B&I. The verb means ‘to pass judgement’; however the context we have in 
the Greek version of the Apology is not found in any other version. Κατεδίκασαν, 
although rarely used in B&I, appears in five other places in the novel: chapters 5, 7, 10, 
11 and 25. Three of these chapters (7, 10 and 25) refer to the condemnation of Hades, or 
Hell. The fourth is in chapter 5, when the king condemns Ioasaph to go abroad. The 
fifth is in chapter 11, where the text discusses those who sin and are condemned. This 
idea may originate from the Balavariani, where it appears in 2.27 and 3.57. The idea of 
Jesus being condemned upon the cross does not appear in the Balavariani; the only  two 
examples of this are in chapters 7 and 27 of B&I. Because there is little external 
evidence, it is impossible to conclude whether B&I chapter 7 relies on the Apology, or 
the redactor of B&I has changed the Apology. 
 The blame for Jesus’ death, or sentence, is different  in the Apology than it is in 
chapter 7 of B&I. The Apology explicitly states that the Jews handed Jesus over to Pilate 
and ‘they demanded a sentence of death by  the cross’.498  In comparison, chapter 7 
describes how the Jews condemned him to death and delivered him to the Gentiles.499 
The language of chapter 7 of B&I is very  similar to Mark 10:33: that is, the chief priest 
and scribes ‘will condemn him (κατακρινοῦσιν) to death; then they will hand him over 
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493 µετὰ δόξης εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀναληφθεὶς.
494 µετὰ δὲ τὴν ἔνδοξον αὐτοῦ εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνάληψιν.
495 ἐν ἀφθαρσίᾳ τε εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνεληλυθότα.
496 καὶ ἀνέρχεται εἰς οὐρανούς.
497 Chapter 27: W1 has an interesting addition after chapter 14.1. See R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 
280.
498 καὶ σταυρῶ κατεδίκασαν.
499  Καὶ κρατήσαντες αὐτὸν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ἔκδοτον  τὴν ζωὴν  τῶν ἁπάντων ἐποιήσαντο, ἑκουσίᾳ µέντοι 
βουλῇ ταῦτα καταδεξαµένου αὐτοῦ.
to the Gentiles (ἔθνεσιν)’. The redactor of B&I has clearly taken this information from 
Mark, not from the Apology. Nevertheless, this stresses an important aspect of the 
Apology, namely  that it  does not draw directly  upon the Bible as a source. This is 
something I hope to highlight  later on. Another aspect that will be discussed later is the 
use of ‘the Jews’. This noun is not used anywhere other than in the Apology and chapter 
7 of B&I.
 Here again, in the twenty-third comparison, we find stylistic similarities and 
lexicographical parallels between the two chapters. It was after three days that Christ 
arose.500 
 The twenty-fourth comparison contains the idea of the laws of Christ.501  The 
comparison in appendix 3 of the passage on the Christians in the Apology reveals that 
the notion of the Christians having ‘the commands of the Lord Jesus Christ Himself 
graven upon their hearts’ appears only in the Greek version of the Apology. In contrast 
to this, chapter 15 of the Syriac version says that the Christians have ‘received those 
commandments [from Christ] which they  have engraved on their minds’. It is the use of 
‘the Lord Jesus Christ’ that  gives a considerable amount of information. In the Apology, 
the phrase is found only  in chapter 2 of the Armenian version, and does not appear at 
the same point as in the Greek version of the Apology. Chapter 7 uses ‘commandments 
of the saviour’, whereas the commandments of ‘the Lord Jesus Christ’ appear only in 
chapter 27 of B&I. ‘The commandments of the Lord’502 appear in chapters 12, 14, 18,503 
19, 20, 36 and 38. ‘The commandments of Christ’ appear in chapters 12, 18, 19, 28, 33 
and 36. ‘The commandments of the Son of God’ appear in chapter 19, and ‘the 
commandments of God’ in chapters 14, 18 and 39. It is evident therefore that B&I is 
drawing on a range of expressions, and that this section seems to have been over-formed 
or enlarged by the redactor. 
 Although in the twenty-fifth comparison, a discussion of those who wander in 
darkness, we find little resemblance in the vocabulary between chapters 7 and 27 of 
B&I, there are common ideas, namely that God’s acting in Jesus leads to an 
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500  This idea also appears in the Syriac version of the Apology chapter 2. This idea, however, is not 
located at the same point in the other versions of the Apology. Chapter 7: ἐξανέστη is replaced with 
ἀνέστη in H. Chapter 27: ἀνεβίω is replaced with ἀνέστη ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν in Κ.
501 Chapter 27: after κυρίου K adds καὶ θεοῦ καὶ σωτῆρος ἡµῶν.
502 All of these examples use κυρίου.
503 This is the only example that uses Δεσποτικῇ instead of κυρίου.
enlightening (chapter 7) for those who, as stated in chapter 27, where wandering in 
darkness. The idea of ‘wandering in darkness’ of chapter 27 has a parallel in the Syriac 
version, which reads ‘they grope as if in the dark’. The idea504  is not found anywhere 
else in B&I. Therefore it is likely that the redactor has taken this idea from the Greek 
Vorlage and inserted the idea, in his own words, into chapter 7 of B&I. 
 In the final comparison the texts share a similar context, but approach the 
content differently. B&I refers to the Christians as ‘abolishing idolatry’,505 whereas the 
Apology refers to the Jews ‘being idolatrous’, thus implying that the Christians are not 
idolatrous (given that this follows a long discourse on how the Chaldeans, Greeks and 
Egyptians are idolatrous). The idea of pagans being ‘idolatrous’ can be described as 
biblical (even the criticism of Jews falling into idolatry), as it appears throughout  the 
Old and New Testament.506  The redactor uses the same language as we have it in 
chapter 7 elsewhere in B&I, calling idolatry ‘superstitious’ in chapters 1 and 36. 
 To sum up these comparisons: We have discovered that the basis for chapter 7 
was clearly  the Greek Apology which the redactor had at hand and then inserted into his 
narrative in chapter 27. However, some of the passages with which he has dealt with in 
chapter 7, he seems to have shortened when he inserted the Apology into his text in 
chapter 27. At times he also may have changed the wording of the Apology. Both 
language and ideas from the Apology have left clear traces in chapter 7 and in other 
places of B&I. 
 Now that we have seen that and how the Apology has impacted on another 
chapter (or on other chapters) of B&I, and how the redactor himself was influenced by 
this source, we can go into more detail on a specific, but important, topic and ask what 
the nature of the text is that is given in chapter 27 with regards to the three races of 
humanity. We look at this as there is a discrepancy between the Greek B&I version of 
the Apology and the Syriac and Armenian versions as to how many  races there are. 
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504  The closest idea to this can be located in chapter 19 of B&I. The text refers to the Gentiles who have 
had their understanding about God ‘darkened’ (σκοτίζω). 
505  Here we can refer to the authorship attribution problem and again question the authorship of B&I to 
John of Damascus because the Christians are seen in chapter 7 as those who ‘abolished the superstitious 
error of idolatry.’
506 Exodus 32:2-10; Deuteronomy 29:16-28; Psalm 115:2-8; Jeremiah 10:3-5; Acts 7:41-3; Romans 2:22; 
1 Corinthians 12:2; 1 Peter 4:3-5 to name but a few.
Although differences are not initially surprising, it  is the comparison between these in 
relation to the novel of B&I that we get results pertinent to our study.
B) The Different Races of Humanity
Apology according to 
B&I Chapter 27
Apology according to 
the Syriac
Apology according to 
the Armenian
Three classes of humanity: Four races of humanity: Four races of humanity:
Worshippers of so-called 
gods
Barbarians Barbarians and certain 
others
Greeks Greeks and others
Jews Jews Jews
Christians Christians Christians
the worshippers of the so-














As one can see from this table,507 according to the Greek version of the Apology, there 
are only three races of humanity:508  ‘those that are worshippers of them whom ye call 
gods, and Jews, and Christians’,509 whereas the Syriac and Armenian versions break the 
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507  The table is adopted from M. Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014): 248 
and enlarged.
508 Scholars to date have always translated the expression as ‘the different races of men.’ This, however, is 
an old translation and we now must offer a modern translation : ‘the different races of humanity.’
509  ‘Three races of men’ are known from the Kerygma Petrou (Greek, Jew and Christian), and three are 
also present in the Georgian Martyrium of Eustatius of Mzchetha (Persian, Hebrew and Christian. See B. 
Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre,  Aristide Apologie [2003]: 428). A number of discussions and studies have 
taken place whether the ‘original’ Apology had three or four races. Such a discussion is not pertinent to 
our inquiry here. See F. Lauchert,  ‘Über die Apologie des Aristides’  (1894): 296; M. Picard, L’apologie 
(1892): 23-4; R. Seeberg, ‘Die Apologie’ (1891): 948-50.
number of races of men into four (Barbarians, Greeks, Jews, and Christians). 
Interestingly, the Syriac and the Armenian versions are not only identical in the number 
four, both also then elaborate on exactly those four, while the Greek misses out the 
Greeks here in the opening.
 After that, like the Greek that duplicates and broadens the first response to the 
three races, there is a restart in the Syriac. As Vincent states:
S – strangely enough – re-starts with a description of the ‘Barbarians’ (ch.s 
III – VII) ..., paralleled by  GP with one of the differences that S speaks of 
‘Barbarians’ where GP has ‘Chaldaeans’, and yet S remains parallel to GP 
with both having after the ‘Chaldaeans’ (GP) respice ‘Barbarians’ (S) the 
‘Greeks’ (ch.s VIII – XI), the ‘Egyptians’ (ch. XII), the ‘Jews’ (ch. XIV) 
and the ‘Christians’ (ch.s XV - XVI), followed by  an epilogue (ch. 
XVII).510
Contrary  to Vinzent’s assumption, that the three races (with three sub-categories) might 
be the more complex, yet earlier version, it seems that the four races, present in the 
Syriac and Armenian versions may have been the earlier one, which either by  the 
redactor of the B&I or already one of his Vorlage, has been re-structured. If the 
Armenian had preserved the earlier version, perhaps the old Apology did not comprise 
more than the short two chapters as we have it in the Armenian version. A first 
broadening would then have taken place in the Syriac’s and GP’s Vorlage with a 
duplication of their criticism of the four races and the inclusion of the ‘Egyptians’ 
which, of course, was in tension with the old opening where only mention was made of 
four races, not  five. It seems that such a reworking must be linked with a redaction that 
took place in an area where ‘Egyptians’ played a major role, perhaps in a city  like 
Alexandria, or another place in Egypt. A further re-working would then have been made 
when the Vorlage of the Greek version re-structured the opening accordingly and now 
spoke of three races and began sub-classifying races. As the ‘Chaldeans’ are replacing 
the ‘Barbarians’ this re-formulation may have taken place by  somebody to whom the 
specific name of the ‘Chaldeans’ made sense. The clue for the change is given by the 
fitting of the Apology into the narrative frame of the B&I as we will see further below. 
 The compact and consistent structure of the Armenian, compared to the 
inconsistent duplication of the Greek and the Syriac is a strong indicator that the short 
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510 M. Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014): 243.
Armenian, not the longer Syriac and Greek versions, has preserved us the original shape 
of the Apology (of course, as we have seen already, not the precise wording of it).
 Be this how it may be, the question arises whether on this topic of races the 
Apology influenced the redactor to borrow ideas and terminology that  he found in the 
Apology or conversely, whether the redactor of B&I changed the text of the Apology or 
both? 
 The different structure and terminology in the Greek version will give us some 
indications. With the three races in the Greek version and its further subdivision, the 
first race of humanity is detailed into the three races of the ‘Chaldeans’, ‘Greeks’ and 
‘Egyptians’. In contrast to the Armenian and Syriac versions, the ‘Greek’ race is left out 
in the first discussion of the races, while it  has been placed between the ‘Chaldeans’ and 
the ‘Egyptians’ into ‘the worshippers of the so-called gods’. Hence the first and main 
race of the ‘worshippers of the so-called gods’ are the ‘Chaldeans’. When the Syriac 
version claims that the ‘Egyptians’ are ‘more evil and ignorant’ than the ‘Greeks’ and 
the ‘Barbarians’, the same we also read in the Greek version. 
 None of these ‘worshippers of the so-called gods’ are treated in as much depth in 
B&I elsewhere as they are in the Apology, and yet we find some more information, 
especially about the ‘Chaldeans’ which allows us to contextualize this information in 
B&I. The Apology in its Greek versions (with parallels in the Syriac and Armenian 
versions) views the idolatry of the ‘Chaldeans’ as follows: ‘They  stray  after the 
elements, locking up  idols in shrines and worshipping them both. The Chaldeans have 
philosophers who are misguided and pursue their own desires.’ Then, the ‘Chaldeans’ 
are mentioned three times outside of the Apology chapter, in chapters 3, 26 and 31 of 
B&I. Chapter 3 discusses the men schooled in the star-lore of the Chaldeans, who went 
to the king to foresee Ioasaph’s future.511  A similar idea is found in chapter 26: ‘wise 
men of the Chaldeans and Indians are brought to the king’s kingdom’.512  Finally, in 
chapter 31 Ioasaph condemns the Indians’ idolatry, declaring it to be similar to that  of 
the ‘Chaldean race’.513  Astonishingly, despite the mention of Indians, the Apology does 
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511 Ἐν αὐτῇ δὲ τῇ τῶν γενεθλίων τοῦ παιδὸς ἑορτῇ συνῆλθον πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα ἐξ ἐπιλογῆς ἄνδρες ὡσεὶ 
πεντηκονταπέντε, περὶ τὴν ἀστροθεάµονα τῶν Χαλδαίων ἐσχολακότες σοφίαν (B&I 3).
512 ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τοὺς µύστας καὶ νεωκόρους τῶν εἰδώλων καὶ σοφοὺς τῶν  Χαλδαίων  καὶ Ἰνδῶν,  τοὺς 
κατὰ πᾶσαν  τὴν  ὑπ̓ αὐτὸν ἀρχὴν ὄντας, συνεκαλέσατο,  καί τινας οἰωνοσκόπους καὶ γόητας καὶ µάντεις, 
ὅπως ἂν Χριστιανῶν περιγένοιντο (B&I 26).
513 οὐκ αἰδεῖσθε, ταλαίπωροι,  πυρὸς ἀκοιµήτου βορά,  ὁµοίωµα γένους Χαλδαϊκοῦ, οὐκ αἰσχύνεσθε νεκρὰ 
ξόανα προσκυνοῦντες, χειρὸς ἀνθρωπίνης ἔργα; (B&I 31).
not include a section against them, although the ‘Chaldeans’, set in proximity to the 
‘Indians,’ seem to serve this purpose of also criticizing the Indians. While in Apology 
2.2 we find the list of nations who worship  multiple gods, ‘Indians’ are missing, but it 
seems, as already Pouderon and Pierre have suggested, that either the redactor of B&I 
has changed the term Barbarian for Chaldean, or the Syriac translator had changed the 
term Chaldean for Barbarian.514  In the latter case one would need to speak about  the 
common Vorlage of the Syriac and the Armenian versions, as also the Armenian version 
knows of the ‘Barbarians’. As we can see that ‘Chaldeans’ are re-appearing three times 
elsewhere in B&I, whereas ‘Barbarian’ do not, and with the proximity  between 
‘Chaldeans’ and ‘Indians’, it  is most likely that when the Apology was inserted into B&I 
the redactor has made the change from ‘Barbarians’ to ‘Chaldeans’ without deviating 
from the other criticized ‘worshippers of the so-called gods’. In addition, he seemed to 
have noticed the already existing distortion between the original four races mentioned 
and the five races criticism as he read it in the Vorlage of the Syriac. Hence, he re-
structured the opening and the further argument so that it became consistent again with 
the mention of three races and the subgrouping of the first. In this case, we have a good 
indication that the redactor of B&I did change the Greek version of the Apology for 
‘Chaldean’ (the redactor uses the term with a similar purpose in chapter 3 of B&I), 
although we notice that he wanted to preserve the Apology as much as he could. Instead 
of adding too much by himself, he has written his own attack against the Indians outside 
the inserted Apology, placed after the Apology into chapter 31. Yet, there is a close 
relation between his chapter 27 (the Apology) and chapter 31, as we will soon discuss 
how the redactor may be relying on the Apology for sections of discussion in chapter 31 
of B&I: there are passages describing Chaldean worship that are evidently borrowed 
from the Apology. Furthermore, what the redactor states about the beliefs of the Indians, 
as found throughout B&I, resonates with the beliefs of the Chaldeans as found in the 
Apology. That the present  content or structure of the Apology does not fully fit  the 
purpose of B&I suggests that the redactor had not considerably altered it. He seems to 
have been comfortable in changing or adding words within the Apology, but did not 
want to insert sections of any length (although such additions seem to have been made 
prior by the redactors of the Vorlage of the Syriac and Greek, both in its B&I version 
and the Greek fragments). 
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514 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre (Apologie [2003]: 154).
 As previously discussed in chapter 1.A.iv of this thesis, B&I can be described as 
‘a manual for educated Christians’. Therefore, there would be no need for the redactor 
to edit the Apology, as the text he inserts does everything the redactor requires it to do: it 
provides a lengthy defence of Christianity which was not contained in its parent text, 
while the Balavariani, the Georgian version of B&I, is a novel written for ascetic 
Christians, to help them keep firm in their ascetic faith. The purpose of the Greek B&I 
is very  different, then, from that of its parent text, the Balavariani. Therefore, either the 
redactor has not understood the purpose of the Balavariani, or he has intentionally 
created a new purpose for his redacted text. Nevertheless, the redactor has not inserted 
an attack against the Indians, which leaves us with only one possible conclusion: the 
redactor did not want to corrupt (to any great extent) the text of the Apology as he had it 
in front of him. 
 The use of ‘Chaldeans’ seems to stem from the Georgian Balavariani. In the 
Balavariani Abenes is described as a man of ‘strong pagan beliefs’.515  Nakor is 
similarly  described as a ‘pagan’.516  Neither of these passages, however, fully correlate 
to the use of ‘Chaldean’ in B&I. When the Greek B&I text describes Abenes, he 
qualifies him with a ‘Greek’ way of life, the only occasion outside of the Apology where 
‘Greek’ is used: ‘But his soul was utterly crushed by poverty, and choked with many 
vices, for he was of the Greek way,517  and sore distraught by the superstitious error of 
his idol-worship.’518 If this statement about Abenes is correct, it means that the king will 
have listened to the wise men who make laws for themselves and slay one another; 
practised sorcery, adultery, theft and intercourse with males519  and indulged in making 




517 Here the redactor has chosen the proper noun for ‘Greek’: ἑλληνικῆς. Throughout B&I,  as well as the 
Apology, ἔθνος is the preferred noun. This can mean ‘Gentile’ as well as a ‘heathen’  (or can refer to a 
whole ‘nation’). B&I commonly uses ἔθνος in reference to ‘nations’ – this is used in chapters 1, 7 (twice), 
9 (twice), 11, 24, 27 (six times), 35, 40. We have ἔθνος assigned to ‘Egyptian’ in chapter 7 and is used in 
reference to a ‘foreign land’ in chapter 18. Only three times (chapters 7, 19 and 27) could ἔθνος be 
interpreted to mean ‘Gentiles’ or ‘Heathen’. Chapter 7 uses ἔθνος in reference to Jesus being handed over 
to the Gentiles. Chapter 19 refers to the Gentiles who have had their understanding about God 
‘darkened’ (σκοτίζω).  
518 κατὰ ψυχὴν  δὲ ἐσχάτῃ πιεζόµενος πτωχείᾳ καὶ πολλοῖς κακοῖς συµπνιγόµενος, τῆς ἑλληνικῆς ὑπάρχων 
µοίρας, καὶ σφόδρα περὶ τὴν δεισιδαίµονα πλάνην τῶν εἰδώλων ἐπτοηµένος (B&I 1).
519 Apology 13.
520 Apology 8.
was driven to slaughter the Christians, and did listen to wise men and sorcerers (such as 
those who came to give prophecies about Ioasaph; as well as Theudas). Perhaps the 
redactor of B&I may have been relying on the Apology to describe the way the king 
lived his life and, conversely identified the ‘Greek’ way of life with that of the 
Chaldeans. If this were so, it would indicate that the Greek version was created in a 
Greek speaking environment, while the redactor still had strong views on ‘Indians’ and 
‘Chaldeans’ (resp. Babylonian?), a profile that would comply  with Euthymius, the 
Georgian, at the monastery of St. Sabas.
 In the Balavariani, Nakor is described as a pagan,521 whereas when the character 
is first introduced in B&I he is described as a ‘hermit’.522 In chapter 28 of B&I, Nachor 
is also identified as ‘an astrologer’.523 It is clear that the Greek redactor is not relying on 
the parent text for an understanding of Nachor. Instead, when he describes Nachor as 
‘an astrologer’, it appears that he may be relying on the Apology. Although the term 
‘astrologer’ is not explicitly used in the Apology, it is nevertheless implied. Thus far it is 
possible to conclude that the use of ‘Chaldean’ and ‘Greek’ in B&I by  the redactor has 
been influenced by the content of the Apology, while the terminology of the Apology 
has been impacted by the redactor. But what about the third class of those who worship 
the gods: the Egyptians?
 The ‘Egyptians,’ are mentioned three times in a relatively small section of 
chapter 7:524 
Wherefore also the Lord was pleased to multiply  his seed beyond measure, 
and called them ‘a peculiar people’, and brought them forth out of bondage 
to the Egyptian nation, and to one Pharaoh a tyrant, by strange and terrible 
signs and wonders wrought by  the hand of Moses and Aaron, holy  men, 
honoured with the gift of prophecy; by whom also he punished the 
Egyptians in fashion worthy of their wickedness, and led the Israelites (for 
thus the people descended from Abraham were called) through the Red Sea 
upon dry  land, the waters dividing and making a wall on the right hand and 
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521 Balavariani 3.44.
522 πρεσβύτην µονερηµίτην (B&I 22).
523 τὸν ἀστρολόγον.
524  ‘Egypt’ is mentioned in chapter 1 of B&I three times: twice it refers to the location of the country in 
relation to the Indian country. The third time the text notes that there were monasteries in Egypt.
a wall on the left. But when Pharaoh and the Egyptians pursued and went in 
after them, the waters returned and utterly destroyed them.525 
Nowhere else do the ‘Egyptians’ appear in B&I. This passage has its roots in a few 
passages in Exodus,526  and therefore does not need to be taken from or influence by the 
Apology.527 It has been suggested by Pouderon and Pierre528 that the redactor of B&I has 
changed the ‘prologue’ (chapter 2.2 of the Apology) to include the Egyptians, as the 
Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology contain a ‘prologue’ which does not 
mention the Egyptians (just the Barbarians, Greeks, Jews and Christians), although, one 
would need to add, that the Egyptians are dealt  with in the Syriac version in chapter 12 
of the Apology. Here, unlike in chapter 2.2 of the Apology, the Syriac and Greek B&I 
version suggest the Egyptians are a separate race all together. The evidence suggests, 
there is no reason why  the redactor of B&I would have reworked the Apology to include 
four races when he himself does not discuss the Egyptians in any  depth, but it seems 
that he has only followed his Vorlage which, in this case, is parallel to the Syriac 
version. The three races of the B&I version, appears more elegant and more consistent, 
than the ‘four race’ Syriac version of the five race criticism.
 The Greek version of the Apology uses the term γένος or ‘race’ three times in 
chapter 2.2.  It refers to three races: ‘those that are worshippers of them whom ye call 
gods, the Jews, and the Christians’.529 As previously discussed, the Syriac and Armenian 
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525  Διὸ καὶ εἰς πλῆθος ἄπειρον τὸ σπέρµα αὐτοῦ ἐλθεῖν ὁ δεσπότης εὐδόκησε καὶ λαὸν περιούσιον  αὑτῷ 
ὠνόµασε, καὶ δουλωθέντας αὐτοὺς ἔθνει Αἰγυπτίῳ καὶ Φαραῷ τινι τυράννῳ σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι φρικτοῖς 
καὶ ἐξαισίοις ἐξήγαγεν ἐκεῖθεν  διὰ Μωσέως καὶ Ἀαρών, ἀνδρῶν ἁγίων καὶ χάριτι προφητείας 
δοξασθέντων: δι  ᾽ὧν καὶ τοὺς Αἰγυπτίους ἐκόλασεν  ἀξίως τῆς αὐτῶν πονηρίας καὶ τοὺς Ἰσραηλίτας – 
οὕτω γὰρ ὁ λαὸς ἐκεῖνος ὀ τοῦ Ἀβραὰµ ἀπόγονος ἐκέκλητo – διὰ ξηρᾶς τὴν  Ἐρυθρὰν θάλασσαν  διήγαγε, 
διασχισθέντων  τῶν ὑδάτων καὶ τεῖχος ἐκ δεξιῶν καὶ τεῖχος ἐξ εὐωνύµων γεγενηµένων: τοῦ δὲ Φαραὼ καὶ 
τῶν Αἰγυπτίων κατ̓ ἴχνος αὐτῶν εἰσελθόντων, ἐπαναστραφέντα τὰ ὕδατα ἄρδην αὐτοὺς ἀπώλεσεν.
526 14:28-9 and 19:5.
527 See also E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 71. Hennecke only compares the different versions 
of the Apology and does not compare the evidence with the contents of B&I.
528 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003):152.
529  ὅτι τρία γένη εἰσὶν ἐν  τῷδε τῷ κόσµῳ, ὧν  εἰσὶν οἱ τῶν  παρ᾽ ὑµῖν λεγοµένων θεῶν προσκυνηταὶ, καὶ 
Ἰουδαῖοι, καὶ Χριστιανοί.
versions include a fourth ‘race’.530 ‘Race’ is used throughout chapter 2 of the Syriac and 
Armenian versions of the Apology. The Syriac also uses ‘race’ in chapters 8.1, 9.3, 11.4 
and 17.1; however none of these cases are parallel to any other version of the Apology. 
Γένος is used in conjunction with ‘Chaldeans’ in chapter 31 of B&I. It is not the 
redactor’s style to use ‘race’ for a nation, such as the Chaldeans. Rather, in B&I, γένος is 
predominantly used to refer to the ‘human race’.531  Only on one occasion does the 
redactor refer to the ‘Christian race’,532  similar to what appears in chapter 31 of B&I. 
The term ‘race’ does not appear in the Balavariani. Therefore the evidence indicates 
that the redactor of B&I has borrowed ‘race’ in the context of ‘Chaldean race’ or 
‘Christian race’ from the Apology. 
 The Apology describes the first race as those who worship  ‘the gods’. Does the 
use of this term impact B&I or does the redactor of B&I change the Apology? The 
worshipping of ‘gods’ or ‘idols’ is a common theme, which runs throughout the Syriac 
version of the Apology, as well as B&I. No such theme is present in the Balavariani. 
Since the only ‘God’ mentioned in the Balavariani is the Christian God, this idea did 
not stem from the Georgian text. However, ‘idols’ are mentioned throughout the 
Georgian parent text of B&I. It is plausible, although not certain, that the use of ‘idols’ 
has originated from the Georgian text. In the twelfth comparison between chapter 7 of 
B&I and the Apology, we find strong similarities in the theme of worshipping ‘gods’ and 
‘idols’. If we look to chapter 23 of B&I, Volk thinks533  that the redactor is here relying 
on the Apology:534  Διὰ τοῦτο καὶ τὸν πάντων ἀρνησάµενος θεὸν τοὺς µὴ ὄντας 
προσηγόρευσας θεούς. Outside of chapter 7, this is the only other place where Volk 
indicates that the redactor of B&I is relying on the Apology for his information. 
However, because the theme of worshipping ‘gods’ (and ‘idols’) is so thoroughly 
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530 ‘For to the Greek mind the Jews were themselves barbarians... Moreover, there seems to be no parallel 
to this fourfold classification of races in early Christian literature’. See J. R. Harris, ‘Celsus’ (1921-2): 
166. In Philo, there are three levels of pagan religions (De Decalogo 14) and Josephus presents a 
difference between Judaism and the peoples of the world (Contra Apionem 1.2). In early Christian 
literature in Kerygma Petrou 3-5, Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata 6.44, Origen’s Contra Celsum 1.2 we 
have a three fold division of races: Greeks, Jews and Christians. See also K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen sum 
geschichtlichen Ort’ (1986): 176; R. Raabe, ‘Die Apologie’  (1892): 28-9; J. R. Harris and J. A. Robinson, 
Apology of Aristides (1891): 90.
531 B&I 7, 14, 24, 34 and 37. This is also found in chapter 2.1 of the Apology in the Syriac, Armenian and 
Greek.
532 B&I 1.
533 Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 224.
534 παρεισάγοντες θεοὺς πολλοὺς γεγενῆσθαι (Apology 8.1).
embedded throughout B&I, it is hard to ascertain whether the insertion is solely  reliant 
upon the Apology. Furthermore, such a conclusion becomes inconsequential when we 
reflect upon the way the redactor integrates biblical passages into B&I. The theme of 
worshipping ‘gods’ or ‘idols’ could equally have stemmed from a biblical source. 
 The Greek version of the Apology uses φιλόσοφος twice. In both instances 
(chapters 3.2 and 13.2-3), we find a parallel between the Greek and the Syriac versions 
of the Apology. Further, the Syriac uses ‘philosophers’ elsewhere in chapters 3.2 and 
13.2-3 (with no parallel to the Greek). Each of these examples refers to either Greek or 
Chaldean philosophers. ‘Philosopher’ (in reference to Aristides the Philosopher) is used 
three more times in the Syriac version of the Apology: twice in the opening lemma, with 
the second of these contained in a parallel with the Armenian version, and once at the 
end of the text. Outside of the Apology chapter, there is infrequent  use of ‘philosophers’ 
in B&I, with the term appearing in chapters 5, 26, 32 and 36. Chapter 5 discusses those 
‘who spend their lives in such philosophies’. Chapters 26 and 32 refer to the king’s 
pagan orators and philosophers. Finally, Chapter 36 discusses how Barachias was 
willing to help Nachor defend Christianity, when Nachor was arguing with the 
philosophers of the king.  In these four cases, ‘philosophers’ is used in a similar context 
to its use in the Apology chapters 3 and 13. However, the term ‘philosopher’ does not 
appear in the Balavariani. Instead, we have a possible alternative to ‘philosophers’: 
‘wise’. In the Balavariani this adjective is used to describe Balahvar,535  Christian 
men,536  those who have not gained complete knowledge of an issue,537  a youth,538  the 
king’s followers,539  those who think they are wise but are ‘besotted’ by  their idolatry,540 
and a wise man.541  We trust that D.M. Lang has created continuity by translating the 
same Georgian word as ‘wise’ each time it is used. If this is the case, it  shows us the 
diverse usage of the word ‘wise’ in the Balavariani. Only  on a few occasions however 
does the Balavariani refer to a similar idea as we have in B&I: the philosophers, or wise 
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535 Balavariani 1.9.
536 Balavariani 2.16, 2.23 (thrice), 2.28, 2.29, 3.59.
537 Balavariani 2.28, 2.30.
538 Balavariani 2.24.
539 Balavariani 3.46, 3.58, 3.59.
540 Balavariani 3.61.
541 Balavariani 2.16.
men, are those who are associated with the king and his beliefs. The Greek word for 
‘wise’, σοφία, appears throughout B&I. Similar to the Balavariani, a broad range of 
uses of ‘wise’ can be found in B&I, including references to ‘wise’ men who have beliefs 
that are akin to the king’s.542  Because of the use of ‘wise’ men in the Balavariani, it is 
impossible to discern whether the redactor of B&I has used the term ‘philosophers’ as 
an extension of ‘wise’ men. Furthermore, we cannot know whether the redactor has 
gleaned the use of ‘philosophers’ from the Apology (given the fact that B&I uses 
‘philosophers’ in an identical way to the Apology) or from another external source.
 We have seen the wide range of references that may, coincidentally  or otherwise, 
have parallels in the Apology. One aspect that B&I may be drawing from the Apology is 
the reference to the Greek gods Ares, Aphrodite and Dionysius in chapter 31.543  We 
know from the text comparison that all three Greek gods appear in the same locations in 
the Syriac version of the Apology as they do in the Greek. Therefore, how similar is 
B&I to the Apology in this chapter 31?
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542 σοφία (the verb and noun forms of the word) appears in B&I 3 (refers to the wise men ‘schooled in the 
star-lore of the Chaldeans’ which according to B&I later have the same beliefs as the Indians), 25 (wise 
men in general,  however implies that the wise men of the king’s race was greatest), 26 (wise men of the 
Chaldeans and Indians, mentioned twice), 28 (wise men of the kings, mentioned twice) and 32 (wise men 
of the kings) of B&I.
543  For a discussion of the differences in polytheistic gods between the different versions of the Apology 
see E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 75-82, 115-9. This parallel may be found in the thirteenth 
comparison of chapter 2.C of this study.
B&I Chapter 31 Apology according to B&I Chapter 27
Ὁ µὲν γὰρ πόλεµον ἀσκήσας, στρατιωτικῆς 
ἀντίµιµον ἰδέας ξόανον ἱδρύσας, ἐκάλεσεν 
Ἄρην· ὁ δὲ γυναικοµανοῦς ἐπιθυµίας τὴν 
ψυχὴν ἀνατυπωσάµενος, ἐθεοποίησε τὸ 
πάθος, Ἀφροδίτην καλέσας. Ἄλλος τῆς 
ἑαυτοῦ φιλοινίας ἕνεκεν, ἔπλασεν εἴδωλον 
καὶ προσωνόµασε Διόνυσον.
                     
                                     Ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων κακῶν ἐπιθυµηταὶ τῶν ἰδίων παθῶν 
ἕστησαν εἴδωλα· τὰ πάθη γὰρ αὐτῶν θεοὺς 
ὠνόµασαν. Καὶ διὰ τοῦτο παρὰ τοῖς αὐτῶν 
βωµοῖς ἡδυπαθεῖς εἰσιν ὀρχήσεις, 
πορνικῶν ᾀσµάτων ἦχοι καὶ µανιώδεις 
ὁρµαί. Τίς δὲ καθεξῆς τὴν βδελυρὰν αὐτῶν 
ἐξείποι πρᾶξιν; Τίς ἀνέξεται τὰς ἐκείνων 
αἰσχρολογίας καταλέγων τὸ ἑαυτοῦ 
µολῦναι στόµα; Ἀλλὰ πᾶσι δῆλα κἂν ἡµεῖς 
σιωπῶµεν. Ταῦτά σου τὰ σεβάσµατα, 
Θευδᾶ, τῶν ξοάνων ἀναισθητότερε. 
Τούτοις µε ἐπιτρέπεις προσκυνεῖν, ταῦτα 
σέβεσθαι; Τῆς σῆς ὄντως κακουργίας καὶ 
ἀσυνέτου γνώµης ἡ βουλή· ὰλλ᾽ ὅµοιος 
αὐτῶν γένοιο, σύ τε καὶ πάντες οἱ 
πεποιθότες ἐπ̓ αὐτοῖς.
Ἄρης δὲ παρεισάγεται θεὸς εἶναι 
πολεµιστὴς καὶ ζηλωτής καὶ ἐπιθυµητὴς 
θρεµµάτων καὶ ἑτέρων τινῶν· (10.4) ... 
Ἀφροδίτην δὲ λέγουσι καὶ αὐτὴν θεὰν εἶναι 
µοιχαλίδα. (11.3) 
  ... Τὸν δὲ Διόνυσον παρεισάγουσι θεὸν 
εἶναι, νυκτερινὰς ἄγοντα ἑορτὰς καὶ 
διδάσκαλον µέθης (10.5)
         τοιούτους παρεισάγοντες θεοὺς
      καὶ ἀγάλµατα αὐτῶν ποιοῦντες καὶ 
θεοποιούµενοι τὰ κωφὰ καὶ ἀναίσθητα 
εἴδωλα. (13.1)
Although these passages are not entirely  parallel, the similarity in key terms can be 
observed.544  We must note that no Greek gods are mentioned in the Balavariani, which 
suggests that  the redactor of B&I has drawn the reference to these three gods from 
elsewhere. And although the description of the Greek gods slightly differ in how they 
are described in chapter 31 and the Apology their mention, even in the same series, point 
to the close relation of chapter 31 of the B&I and the Apology as included in chapter 27. 
The more detailed description in chapter 31 reveals that the author included his 
additional background knowledge for the three gods not into chapter 27 with the 
Apology, but reserved this information for it being added into the later chapter 31 – a 
similar way of adding information, as we noticed it before with his dealing with the 
‘Indians’. Some of the content from chapter 31 of B&I however, sums up  parts of the 
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544 Chapter 27: παρεισάγεται θεὸς εἶναι is replaced with καὶ αὐτος θεὸς ὢν ὡς µυθεύονται in HW1. Τὸν δὲ 
Διόνυσον παρεισάγουσι has been replaced with Ὁµοίως καὶ τὸν  Διόνυσον λέγουσι in HW1 (W1 then 
omits θεὸν εἶναι)
Apology: ‘fashioning idols and naming them gods after their lusts’.545  Further lexical 
parallels between chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology can be identified; these will be 
discussed later. 
We can conclude that it is possible that the redactor’s use of Ares, Aphrodite and 
Dionysius in B&I was gleaned from the Apology. This is because there is no mention of 
any other Greek or foreign god throughout the rest of B&I, and no reliance upon the 
Balavariani. Despite this, it is also possible that the redactor did not rely solely  on the 
Apology for his knowledge of these gods. It is likely that he had further sources to hand. 
However, let  us return the focus to the ‘three races’, and more specifically to the use of 
‘Jews’ in B&I and the Apology.
 The Greek, Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology mention the Jews a 
number of times. A parallel between the Syriac, Armenian and Greek versions can be 
found in chapter 2.2. A further parallel occurs in chapter 14.1 of the Syriac and Greek 
versions of the Apology, and another throughout chapter 2 of the Syriac and Armenian 
versions. It is important to state that  the different  versions of the Apology do not use any 
other word or term for ‘Jews’.546  Therefore the use of ‘Jews’ (and only ‘Jews’) can be 
concretely located in the Apology, but how does B&I use the noun Ἰουδαίους? The 
twenty-second comparison between B&I chapter 7 and the Apology contains the only 
other occasion where the redactor of B&I uses ‘Jews’.547  Why is this the case? It is 
possible that  the redactor of B&I is relying on the Apology for this selected passage. 
However, as previously concluded in the twenty-second comparison between B&I 
chapter 7 and the Apology, this passage in B&I refers to Mark 10:33. The fundamental 
difference between this synoptic Gospel passage and B&I is that the Gospel passage 
does not use Ἰουδαίους. Instead, the Gospel uses ‘chief priests and scribes’, whereas 
B&I mentions the chief priests and ‘rulers of the Jews’. ‘Jews’ has been deliberately 
inserted by the redactor. The second possible reason for the insertion of ‘Jews’ is more 
hypothetical: the redactor of B&I saw the ‘Jews’ as those who condemned Jesus to 
death, whereas the ‘Israelites’ (a term the redactor uses twice elsewhere in B&I548) are a 
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545 See chapters 8 to 11 of the Apology, where Greek gods are mentioned and their vices are discussed. 
546 Such as ‘Israelites’ or ‘Galileans.’
547 Φθόνῳ δὲ τῆς θαυµαστῆς αὐτοῦ καὶ θεοπρεποῦς πολιτείας καὶ τῶν  ἀπείρων θαυµάτων  οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ 
ἀρχηγοὶ τῶν Ἰουδαίων.
548 Something which will be discussed below.
part of the Christian lineage. Volk’s critical edition indicates no alternative forms of 
‘Jews’; that is, no manuscripts use ‘Israelites’ instead. This leads us to conclude that the 
redactor of B&I may have inserted it  as a deduction from the Apology and even included 
it into the Marcan passage, giving chapter 7 of B&I a more detailed context.
 The term ‘Israelites’ occurs in chapters 7 and 11 of B&I. ‘Israel’ appears in 
chapters 9, 26, 30 and 32; of these four instances, only  chapter 9 refers to God, through 
the phrase ‘Holy one of Israel’.549 Elsewhere, ‘Israel’ or ‘Israelites’ refers to the Jewish 
nation of old. The redactor of B&I makes a clear distinction between ‘Jews’ and 
‘Israelites’, using ‘Israelites’ when discussing the Old Testament and the Jewish nation 
prior to the time of Christ, and ‘Jews’ when discussing the Jewish nation during the time 
of Christ. This suggests that he has given careful thought as to which term to use, and 
has deliberately  chosen the term ‘Jews’ in chapter 7. This choice becomes clearer still 
when we discover that neither ‘Jews’ nor ‘Israelites’ appear in the Balavariani. 
Therefore, the redactor of B&I has chosen to include them.
 Moses, Aaron, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob do not appear in the Balavariani. 
These key  Jewish figures do, however, appear in B&I, with all except Aaron appearing 
in the Apology. Moses however only features in the Greek version of the Apology.550 
Instead, the Syriac and Armenian versions both refer to the ‘lawgiver’, a term551  that 
also appears in the Greek version and is ascribed to Moses.552  Moses is not called 
‘lawgiver’ by the redactor of B&I. We have discussed above in the seventeenth 
comparison between the Apology and chapter 7 of B&I how Aaron appears nowhere 
else in B&I. Moses is mentioned in chapters 7, 11 and 27; the seventeenth comparison 
shows the two different ways in which he is portrayed in chapters 7 and 27. In chapter 
11 of B&I, Moses is used in conjunction with the Israelites: ‘For the law of Moses, 
formerly given to the Israelites’.553 We therefore need to ask whether it is possible that, 
as with the addition of ‘Jews’ in chapter 7 of B&I, the redactor has also inserted 
‘Moses’ to give the Apology more context and information as to who the lawgiver is.
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549  This passage in chapter 9 of B&I draws upon Isaiah 5:24. E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 
52-7 is the only other scholar to notice this difference in B&I and the Apology.
550 See chapter 14.1 of the Apology.
551 νοµοθέτου.
552 διὰ Μωσέως τοῦ νοµοθέτου αὐτων.
553 Ὁ µὲν γὰρ τοῦ Μωσέως νόµος, ὁ πάλαι δοθεὶς τοῖς Ἰσραηλίταις.
 The use of ‘lawgiver’ is one of the reasons why some scholars have thought that 
the Apology of Aristides used to be a Jewish text.554  This is because the description of 
Moses as lawgiver is a Jewish idea.555  In early Christian texts, it is either God or Jesus 
who is described as ‘lawgiver’.556  This became the preferred context for the use of 
νοµοθέτης, although Moses is still discussed by early Christian writers as a lawgiver.557
 The patriarch Abraham appears throughout chapter 7 of B&I, as well as in 
chapters 9, 27, 28 and 34. Of these five chapters, the most  important to our 
understanding of the relationship between the Apology and B&I is chapter 9. This is the 
only place outside the Apology in which Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are mentioned.
B&I Chapter 9 Apology (according to B&I Chapter 27) 
14.1
ἐγώ εἰµι ὁ Θεὸς Ἀβραὰµ καὶ ὁ Θεὸς Ἰσαὰκ 
καὶ ὁ Θεὸς Ἰακώβ; οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ Θεὸς 
νεκρῶν, ἀλλὰ ζώντων:
Οὗτοι γὰρ τοῦ Ἀβραὰµ ὄντες ἀπόγονοι, 
Ἰσαάκ τε καὶ Ἰακώβ,
                            παρῴκησαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον.
In chapter 9 the redactor is quoting Matthew 22:32. However, while the Apology is 
concerned with tracing the Jewish genealogy to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and this 
genealogy also appears in chapter 2.2 of the Syriac and Armenian versions of the 
Apology, in chapter 7 of B&I the redactor traces the Jewish genealogy  only  through 
Abraham, omitting Isaac and Jacob: ‘and led forth the Israelites (for thus the people 
136
554  See M. Alexandre, ‘Apologétique’ (1998): 1-40; R.  van den Broek, ‘Eugnostos and Aristides’ (1988): 
203; K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen’  (1986): 178-82; G.C. O’Ceallaigh,  ‘“Marcianus” Aristides’ (1958): 227; 
W. Hunger, ‘Die Apologie des Aristides’(1949): 390-400; J. Kaspar, ‘Aristides’ (1913): 19. See also J. 
Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 83 who thought that despite the Apology being in a Jewish context, the 
Apology was not originally Jewish.
 The theology, doctrine,  ethics and contents of the first chapter are the main reason why some 
scholars have thought the Apology to have been originally a Jewish text. See R. van den Broek, 
‘Eugnostos and Aristides’ (1988): 205; K.-G. Essig,  ‘Erwägungen’ (1986): 182; G.C. O’Ceallaigh, 
‘“Marcianus” Aristides’  (1958): 227; M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 47; J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, 
Apology of Aristides (1891): 13 for a discussion on these different aspects.
555  Moses is inferred as ‘lawgiver’ by Philo in Legum Allegoriae 3.145, De Sacrificiis Abelis et Cain 72, 
Quod Deterius Potiori Insidiari Soleat 135, De Posteritate Caini 133 and 166, De Mutatione Nominum 
126, De Vita Mosis 1.128, 2.45 and 2.292, De Virtutibus 80 and 133, De Virtutibus Prima Pars, Quod est 
de Legatione ad Gaium 308. Moses is explicitly called ‘lawgiver’ in De Vita Mosis 2.292. Josephus 
implies that Moses is the ‘lawgiver’ in Antiquitates Judaicae 3.187, 4.6, 4.156, 18.264, De bello Iudaico 
2.145,  5.401, Contra Apionem 1.316, 2.218. Josephus explicitly calls Moses the ‘lawgiver’ in Antiquitates 
Judaicae 1.18 and 1:24.
556  For example Clement of Alexandria,  Protrepticus 10, Stromata 3.12; Origen, Contra Celsum 5.37; 
Methodius Olympius, Symposium 3.2; Homiliae Clementinae 18.1; Cyrillus Hierosolymitanus, 
Catechesis ad illuminandos 2.15; Constitutiones Apostolorum 6.11.3.
557  For example Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 2.15; Origen, De principiis 4.1.1; Homiliae 
Clementinae 2.16. 
descended from Abraham were called) through the Red Sea upon dry land’.558  There is 
some similarity  in language between chapter 7 of B&I and chapter 14.1 of the Apology. 
ἀπόγονοι is rarely used in conjunction with the Jews descending from Abraham, Isaac 
and Jacob.559  Furthermore, few church fathers refer to the Jews descending560  from 
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, preferring instead to state that the Jews are descendants 
of Abraham, and excluding Isaac and Jacob.561  Therefore, the addition of the ‘Jews’ in 
chapter 7 of B&I may be classed as an anomaly, because the redactor has not been 
influenced by the Apology. In B&I ‘Israelites’ refers to the ancestors of the Jews and 
Christians, whereas ‘Jews’ implies those who sentenced Jesus to die on the cross. The 
separate description of ‘Jews’, not ‘Israelites’, as being descendants of Abraham, Isaac 
and Jacob in the Syriac, Armenian and Greek versions of the Apology supports our 
observation that the redaction of B&I and the Apology have two different profiles, even 
if the redactor of both has been influenced by the Vorlage of the B&I and his Vorlage of 
the Apology. Furthermore, the approach taken by the Apology (of the Jews being 
descended from Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, whereas B&I describes the Israelites as 
descending from just Abraham) is rare. Moreover, the only comparison where B&I 
mentions Abraham, Isaac and Jacob together is sourced from a New Testament passage 
and not the Apology. It is conceivable that Moses has been added to the Greek version 
of the Apology. This is the only instance where, in discussion of the ‘Jewish race’, the 
redactor of B&I has had a direct impact upon the Apology.
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558  καὶ τοὺς Ἰσραηλίτας ̔οὕτω γὰρ ὁ λαὸς ἐκει̂νος ὀ του̂ Ἀβραὰµ ἀπόγονος ἐκέκλητο διὰ ξηρα̂ς τὴν 
Ἐρυθρὰν θάλασσαν διήγαγε. In addition, notice the redactor’s use of Israelites.
559  Herennius Philo, De diversis verborum significationibus (section iota entry 101). This text does not 
explicitly say that the Jews descend from these three men. Cornelius Alexander,  Fragment 10 excludes 
Isaac.  The use of ἀπόγονοι (in conjunction with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob) appears in the fourth century 
A.D.: Eusebius, De Theophania, Fragment 5, Line 27 (αὐτοὶ Ἰουδαῖοι οἱ τῶν θεοφιλῶν ἐκείνων ἀπόγονοι, 
τὸν Ἀβραὰµ αὐχοῦντες καὶ τὸν Ἰσαὰκ καὶ τὸν  Ἰακώβ) and Theodoretus, Interpretationes in Pauli 
epistulas Volume 82, p764, line 22 (Καὶ τῶν τοῦ Ἰσαὰκ ἀπογόνων τὸ πλῆθος ὁ Θεὸς ἐπηγγείλατο τῇ 
θαλαττίᾳ ψάµµῳ παραπλήσιον δείξειν.). Similar context, of the Jews being descendants from all three 
patriarchs (but without the use of ἀπόγονοι) can be located in Exodus 3:15; Luke 20:37 as well as Origen, 
Contra Celsum 4.33, Commentarii in Ioannis 13.17.106; Epiphanius, Ancoratus 59.4 and 110.5. The best 
comparisons to the Apology are located in the fourth century A.D. texts. This suggests that although all 
three ancestors, and ἀπόγονοι, are used during the second century A.D., the language is more typical of 
the fourth century A.D..  We must note that this idea appears in the Syriac, Armenian and Greek versions 
of the Apology. This redaction must have therefore occurred before the Apology traditions split.
560 With alternate adjective, other than ἀπόγονοι, chosen.
561  4 Maccabeans 18:1; Thyucidies Historiae 1.101; Pausanias Periegeta, Graeciae descriptio 4.15.32; 
Eustathius, Commentarius in Hexaemeron 789; Theodoretus, De providentia rationes decem 83.693; 
Basilius Seleuciensus, Sermones xli.117. These passages use ἀπόγονοι and refer to just Abraham. Within 
the New Testament alone, the idea of being descendants of Abraham, without the use of ἀπόγονοι, 
appears in John 8: 37; Acts 13:26; Romans 4:13, 9:10; Galatians 3:29; Hebrews 2:16.
 Little information can be gleaned from the two texts’ treatment of the third and 
final race of humanity: the Christians. This is because the redactor of B&I has 
undoubtedly had little impact on the Apology here, nor has the Apology substantially 
influenced the redactor of B&I.562
C) The Apology and chapter 31 of B&I
As previously mentioned in the preceding two discussions, on chapter 7 of B&I and the 
topic of the different races as found in the Apology, there are a number of parallels 
noticeable between chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology. Some of these have already 
been expounded, and will not be reiterated here.
B&I Chapter 31 Apology according to B&I Chapter 27
I                Τί χλευάζειν ἐπιχειρεῖς τὸ τῆς 
σωτηρίας              κήρυγµα,
                         δι’ οὗ τὰ ἐσκοτισµένα 
ἐφωτίσθη, δι’ οὗ οἱ πεπλανηµένοι τὴν 
ὁδὸν εὗρον, δι’ οὗ οἱ ἀπολωλότες καὶ 
δεινῶς αἰχµαλωτισθέντες ἀνεκλήθησαν; 
Ὅθεν οἱ εἰσέτι διακονοῦντες τῇ 
δικαιοσύνῃ τοῦ κηρύγµατος αὐτῶν 
καλοῦνται Χριστιανοί. (15.2) Τὰ δὲ 
λοιπὰ ἔθνη πλανῶνται καὶ πλανῶσιν 
ἑαυτοῖς· ὁδεύοντες γὰρ ἐν σκότει 
προσρήσσονται ἑαυτοῖς ὡς µεθύοντες. 
(16.6)
II Τί κρεῖττον, εἰπέ µοι, θεῷ λατρεύειν 
παντοκράτορι 
                       τὸν θεὸν µόνον 
παντοκράτορα (14.3-4) 
III
                                    σὺν υἱῷ 
µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ,                   
θεῷ ἀκτίστῳ καὶ 
γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν θεὸν κτίστην καὶ 
δηµιουργὸν τῶν ἁπάντων ἐν υἱῷ 
µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ (15.3) 
IV                     ἀθανάτῳ, τῇ ἀρχῇ καὶ πηγῇ 
τῶν ἀγαθῶν, οὗ τὸ κράτος ἀνείκαστον 
καὶ ἡ δόξα ἀκατάληπτος, 
                        ᾧ παρειστήκεισαν χίλιαι 
χιλιάδες καὶ µύριαι µυριάδες ἀγγελικῶν 
ταγµάτων καὶ οὐρανίων, καὶ πλήρης ὁ 
οὐρανὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ τῆς δόξης αὐτοῦ, 
                     δι’ οὗ τὰ πάντα ἐκ τοῦ µὴ 
ὄντος παρήχθη, δι’ οὗ κρατεῖται τὸ πᾶν 
καὶ συνέχεται καὶ τῇ προνοίᾳ αὐτοῦ 
διοικεῖται; 
ἄναρχον καὶ ἀΐδιον, ἀθάνατον καὶ 
ἀποσδεῆ, ἀνώτερον πάντων τῶν παθῶν 
καὶ ἐλαττωµάτων, ὀργῆς τε καὶ λήθης 
καὶ ἀγνοίας καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν. (1.2)
Αὐτὸν οὖν λέγω εἶναι θεόν τὸν 
συστησάµενον τὰ πάντα καὶ 
διακρατοῦντα (1.2)
                               προνοίᾳ θεοῦ (1.1)
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562  The only idea which is within B&I worth mentioning is the use of ‘Galileans’. ‘Galileans’ is used by 
the redactor of B&I to imply the Christians.  It is used six times throughout B&I: twice in chapter 25, once 
in chapter 26, twice in chapter 29 and once in chapter 32. The use of ‘Galileans’ does not affect our 
discussion.
B&I Chapter 31 Apology according to B&I Chapter 27
V Τούτῳ βέλτιον λατρεύειν ἢ δαίµοσιν 
ὀλεθρίοις καὶ ἀψύχοις εἰδώλοις, ὧν ἡ 
δόξα καὶ ὁ ἔπαινος µοιχεία ἐστὶ καὶ   
                παιδοφθορία καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῆς 
ἀνοµίας ἔργα, ἃ περὶ τῶν ὑµετέρων 
ἀναγέγραπται θεῶν ἐν τοῖς συντάγµασι 
τῆς δεισιδαιµονίας ὑµῶν. 
                 τὰ νεκρὰ ἀγάλµατα (7.2)
                       µοιχείας             καὶ 
κλοπὰς καὶ ἀρσενοκοιτίας. (13.5)
VI Οὐκ αἰδεῖσθε, ταλαίπωροι, πυρὸς 
ἀκοιµήτου βορά, ὁµοίωµα γένους 
Χαλδαϊκοῦ, οὐκ αἰσχύνεσθε νεκρὰ 
ξόανα προσκυνοῦντες, χειρὸς 
ἀνθρωπίνης ἔργα; Λίθον γὰρ 
λαξεύσαντες ἢ ξύλον τεκτονεύσαντες 
θεὸν προσηγορεύσατε·
                                          τὸ πῦρ (5.2) 
Χαλδαῖοι (throughout)        τὰ νεκρὰ 
ἀγάλµατα (7.2)
σέβονται (implied in 7.2) ὧν καὶ 
µορφώµατά τινα ποιήσαντες ὠνόµασαν 
ἐκτύπωµα οὐρανοῦ τε καὶ γῆς καὶ τῆς 
θαλάσσης, ἡλίου τε καὶ σελήνης καὶ τῶν 
λοιπῶν στοιχείων ... (3.1)
VII εἶτα τὸν κάλλιστον ἐκ βουκολίων 
ταῦρον λαβόντες ἢ ἄλλο τυχὸν τῶν 
εὐπρεπεστάτων ζῴων νεκρῷ σεβάσµατι 
θύετε ἀνόητοι. 
                           ἀλλ᾿ ἔτι καὶ ἄλογα ζῷα 
παρεισήγαγον θεοὺς εἶναι χερσαῖά τε 
καὶ ἔνυδρα (12.1 – different)
VIII Τιµιώτερόν ἐστι τοῦ σεβάσµατός σου τὸ 
παρὰ σοῦ προσφερόµενον θῦµα· τὸ µὲν 
γὰρ ξόανον ἄνθρωπος ἐποίησε, τὸ δὲ 
ζῷον ὁ θεὸς ἐδηµιούργησε. 
Οὐ χρήζει θυσίας καὶ σπονδῶν, οὐδέ 
τινος πάντων τῶν φαινοµένων· (1.2)        
καὶ ἀγάλµατα αὐτῶν ποιοῦντες (13.1)
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IX Καὶ πόσῳ σοῦ µᾶλλον τοῦ λογικοῦ 
συνετώτερόν ἐστι τὸ ἄλογον ζῷον· τὸ 
µὲν γὰρ οἶδε τὸν τρέφοντα, σὺ δὲ τὸν 
θεὸν ἠγνόησας, δι’ οὗ ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος 
παρήχθης, δι’ οὗ ζῇς καὶ συντετήρησαι, 
καὶ καλεῖς θεόν, ὃν πρὸ µικροῦ ἔβλεπες 
σιδήρῳ τυπτόµενον καὶ πυρὶ 
χωνευόµενον καὶ σφύραις ἐλαυνόµενον, 
ᾧ ἄργυρον καὶ χρυσὸν περιθεὶς χαµόθεν 
ὕψωσας καὶ ἐφ’ ὑψηλοῦ µετεώρισας· 
εἶτα πεσὼν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς τοῦ ταπεινοῦ 
λίθου κεῖσαι ταπεινότερος, προσκυνῶν 
οὐ θεόν, ἀλλὰ τὰ ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σου 
τὰ νεκρὰ καὶ ἄψυχα. Μᾶλλον δὲ οὐδὲ 
νεκρὸν ἂν εἴη δίκαιον καλεῖσθαι τὸ 
εἴδωλον – πῶς γὰρ νεκρὸν ἂν εἴη τὸ 
µηδέποτε ζῆσαν –, ἀλλά τι καινὸν ἔδει 
ἐφευρεῖν αὐτῷ ὄνοµα καὶ τῆς τοσαύτης 
παραφροσύνης ἐπάξιον. Ὁ µὲν γὰρ 
λίθινος θρύπτεται, ὁ δὲ ὀστράκινος 
κατεάγνυται, ὁ ξύλινος φθείρεται, ὁ 
χαλκοῦς ἰοῦται, ὁ χρυσοῦς καὶ ἀργύρεος 
χωνεύεται. Ἀλλὰ καὶ πιπράσκονται οἱ 
θεοί σου, οἱ µὲν εὐώνως, οἱ δὲ τιµῆς ὅτι 
πλείστης· οὐχ ἡ θεότης γὰρ αὐτοῖς, 
ἀλλ’ ἡ ὕλη τὴν πολυτέλειαν δίδωσι. 
Θεὸν δὲ τίς ἀγοράζει; Θεὸν τίς πωλεῖ; 
Θεὸς δὲ ἀκίνητος πῶς ὀνοµάζεται; Ἢ 
οὐχ ὁρᾶς ὅτι ὁ µὲν ἑστὼς οὐδέποτε 
καθέζεται, ὁ δὲ καθεζόµενος οὐδέποτε 
ἀνίσταται;
                           Αὐτὸν οὖν λέγω εἶναι 
θεόν τὸν συστησάµενον τὰ πάντα καὶ 
διακρατοῦντα (1.2)
τὰ νεκρὰ        ἀγάλµατα (7.2)
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X Αἰσχύνθητι, ἀνόητε, χεῖρα θὲς ἐπὶ 
στόµατι, µεµωραµένε, τὰ τοιαῦτα 
ἐπαινῶν. Τῆς ἀληθείας γὰρ 
ἀλλοτριωθεὶς ψευδέσι τύποις 
ἐπλανήθης, ἀγάλµατα πλάττων
καὶ τοῖς ἔργοις τῶν χειρῶν σου θεοῦ 
περιτιθεὶς ὄνοµα. Ἀνάνηψον, ἄθλιε, καὶ 
σύνες ὅτι πρεσβύτερος εἶ τοῦ ὑπὸ σοῦ 
γενοµένου θεοῦ. Ταῦτα πολλῆς ἐστι 
µανίας· πέπεικας δὲ σαυτόν – ἄνθρωπος 
ὤν – θεὸν δύνασθαι ποιεῖν. Καὶ πῶς 
ἐνδέχεται τοῦτο γενέσθαι, ὥστε οὐ θεὸν 
ποιεῖς, ἀλλὰ µόρφωµα ἀνθρώπου 
 
                           ἢ ζῴου τινός, µὴ 
γλῶσσαν ἔχον,
                     ἀγάλµατα νεκρὰ καὶ 
ἀνωφελῆ. (3.1) OR καὶ θεοποιούµενοι 
τὰ κωφὰ καὶ ἀναίσθητα εἴδωλα. (13.1)
Οἱ δὲ νοµίζοντες τὸν ἄνθρωπον εἶναι 
θεὸν πλανῶνται. (7.1) ... καὶ 
µεταµορφοῦσθαι εἰς ζῷα, (9.2)
XI  µὴ λάρυγγα, µὴ ἐγκέφαλον, µήτε τι τῶν  
ἐντός· ὥστε οὔτε ἀνθρώπου ἐστὶν 
ὁµοίωµα, οὔτε ζῴου, ἀλλ’ ἄχρηστον 
πάντῃ καὶ µαταιότητος πλῆρες. Τί οὖν 
τὰ ἀναίσθητα κολακεύεις; Τί τοῖς 
ἀκινήτοις καὶ ἀνωφελέσι προσκάθησαι; 
Εἰ µὴ τέχνη παρῆν τοῦ λιθοξόου ἢ τοῦ 
τέκτονος ἢ τοῦ σφυροκόπου, θεὸν οὐκ 
ἂν εἶχες. Εἰ µὴ φύλακες παρεκάθηντο, 
ἀπώλεσας ἂν τὸν θεόν σου. Ὧι γὰρ 
πολλάκις πόλις πολυάνθρωπος ἀφρόνων 
εὔχεται ὡς θεῷ διαφυλαχθῆναι, τούτῳ 
ὀλίγοι παραµένουσι φύλακες ἵνα µὴ 
κλαπῇ.           Καὶ εἰ µὲν ἀργυροῦς ἐστιν 
ἢ χρυσοῦς, ἐπιµελῶς φυλάσσεται· ἐὰν δὲ 
ᾖ λίθινος ἢ πήλινος ἢ ἄλλης τινὸς 
εὐτελεστέρας ὕλης, ἑαυτὸν φυλάσσει· 
ἰσχυρότερος γὰρ ἴσως ἐστὶν ὁ πήλινος 
καθ’ ὑµᾶς τοῦ χρυσοῦ; 
         οὓς καὶ τηροῦσιν ἀσφαλῶς, ἵνα µὴ 
κλαπῶσιν ὑπὸ λῃστῶν. Καὶ οὐ συνῆκαν 
ὅτι πᾶν τὸ τηροῦν µεῖζον τοῦ 
τηρουµένου ἐστὶ καὶ ὁ ποιῶν µείζων ἐστὶ 
τοῦ ποιουµένου· εἰ γὰρ ἀδυνατοῦσιν οἱ 
θεοὶ αὐτῶν περὶ τῆς ἰδίας σωτηρίας, πῶς 
ἄλλοις σωτηρίαν χαρίσονται; (3.1 – the 
section after ‘stolen by robbers’ is 
similar but different)
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XII Οὐκ εἰκότως ἐστὶν ὑµᾶς τοὺς ἄφρονας 
ὡς τυφλοὺς καὶ ἀσυνέτους δικαίως 
καταγελᾶσθαι, µᾶλλον δὲ πενθεῖσθαι; 
                         Μανίας γὰρ τὰ ἔργα 
ὑµῶν, οὐκ εὐσεβείας ἐστίν.
                                  πῶς οἱ λεγόµενοι 
φιλόσοφοι αὐτῶν οὐδ᾿ ὅλως συνῆκαν 
ὅτι καὶ αὐτὰ τὰ στοιχεῖα φθαρτά ἐστιν. 
(3.2) ἔπραττον πᾶσαν ἀνοµίαν καὶ 
ἀσέλγειαν καὶ ἀσέβειαν, καταµιαίνοντες 
γῆν τε καὶ ἀέρα ταῖς µιαραῖς αὐτῶν 
µίξεσιν. (11.7) OR καὶ τὰ πάνδεινα 
ποιῶσιν. (8.2) OR Μεγάλα γὰρ καὶ 
θαυµαστὰ τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν Χριστιανῶν 
λεγόµενα καὶ πραττόµενα· (16.5)
XIII                                    Ὁ µὲν γὰρ 
πόλεµον ἀσκήσας, στρατιωτικῆς 
ἀντίµιµον ἰδέας ξόανον ἱδρύσας, 
ἐκάλεσεν Ἄρην· ὁ δὲ γυναικοµανοῦς 
ἐπιθυµίας τὴν ψυχὴν ἀνατυπωσάµενος, 
ἐθεοποίησε τὸ πάθος, Ἀφροδίτην 
καλέσας. Ἄλλος τῆς ἑαυτοῦ φιλοινίας 
ἕνεκεν, ἔπλασεν εἴδωλον καὶ 
προσωνόµασε Διόνυσον.
 Ἄρης δὲ παρεισάγεται θεὸς εἶναι 
πολεµιστὴς καὶ ζηλωτής καὶ ἐπιθυµητὴς 
θρεµµάτων καὶ ἑτέρων τινῶν· (10.4)
                        ... Ἀφροδίτην δὲ λέγουσι 
καὶ αὐτὴν θεὰν εἶναι µοιχαλίδα. (11.3) 
        ... Τὸν δὲ Διόνυσον παρεισάγουσι 
θεὸν εἶναι, νυκτερινὰς ἄγοντα ἑορτὰς 
καὶ διδάσκαλον µέθης (10.5)
XIV Ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ τῶν ἄλλων κακῶν 
ἐπιθυµηταὶ τῶν ἰδίων παθῶν ἕστησαν 
εἴδωλα· τὰ πάθη γὰρ αὐτῶν θεοὺς 
ὠνόµασαν. Καὶ διὰ τοῦτο παρὰ τοῖς 
αὐτῶν βωµοῖς ἡδυπαθεῖς εἰσιν ὀρχήσεις, 
πορνικῶν ᾀσµάτων ἦχοι καὶ µανιώδεις 
ὁρµαί. Τίς δὲ καθεξῆς τὴν βδελυρὰν 
αὐτῶν ἐξείποι πρᾶξιν; Τίς ἀνέξεται τὰς 
ἐκείνων αἰσχρολογίας καταλέγων τὸ 
ἑαυτοῦ µολῦναι στόµα; Ἀλλὰ πᾶσι δῆλα 
τὰ περὶ τούτων κἂν ἡµεῖς σιωπῶµεν. 
Ταῦτά σου τὰ σεβάσµατα, Θευδᾶ, τῶν 
ξοάνων ἀναισθητότερε. Τούτοις µε 
ἐπιτρέπεις προσκυνεῖν, ταῦτα σέβεσθαι; 
Τῆς σῆς ὄντως κακουργίας καὶ 
ἀσυνέτου γνώµης ἡ βουλή· ὰλλ᾽ ὅµοιος 
αὐτῶν γένοιο, σύ τε καὶ πάντες οἱ 
πεποιθότες ἐπ̓ αὐτοῖς.
τοιούτους παρεισάγοντες θεοὺς
                               καὶ ἀγάλµατα αὐτῶν 
ποιοῦντες καὶ θεοποιούµενοι τὰ κωφὰ 
καὶ ἀναίσθητα εἴδωλα. (13.1)
XV Ἐγὼ δὲ τῷ θεῷ µου λατρεύσω καὶ αὐτῷ 
θύσω ὅλον ἐµαυτόν,
τοῦ λατρεύειν ζῶντι θεῷ (16.5)
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XVI                             τῷ θεῷ τῷ κτίστῃ 
καὶ προνοητῇ τῶν ἁπάντων, 
                                
                    διὰ τοῦ κυρίου ἡµῶν Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ, τῆς ἐλπίδος ἡµῶν, δι’ οὗ τὴν 
προσαγωγὴν ἐσχήκαµεν πρὸς τὸν 
πατέρα τῶν φώτων ἐν πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ, 
δι’ οὗ ἐξηγοράσθηµεν τῆς πικρᾶς 
δουλείας ἐν τῷ αἵµατι αὐτοῦ.
γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν θεὸν κτίστην 
καὶ δηµιουργὸν τῶν ἁπάντων ἐν υἱῷ 
µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ, καὶ ἄλλον 
θεὸν πλὴν τούτου οὐ σέβονται. Ἔχουσι 
τὰς ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ (15.3 AND 17.3 with 15.1)
XVII Εἰ µὴ γὰρ ἐταπείνωσεν ἑαυτὸν µέχρι καὶ 
δούλου µορφῆς, οὐκ ἂν ἡµεῖς τῆς 
υἱοθεσίας ἠξιώθηµεν. Ἐταπεινώθη γοῦν 
δι’ ἡµᾶς οὐχ ἁρπαγµὸν ἡγούµενος τὴν 
θεότητα, ἀλλ’ ὃ ἦν διέµεινε καὶ ὃ οὐκ ἦν  
προσέλαβεν· ὡµίλησε τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, 
ἀνῆλθεν ἐν σταυρῷ τῇ σαρκὶ αὐτοῦ, 
ἐτέθη τάφῳ ἐπὶ 
                                          τρισὶν 
ἡµέραις, 
                        κατῆλθεν ἐν τῷ ᾅδῃ, 
ἐξήγαγεν ἐκεῖθεν οὓς κατεῖχε δεσµίους 
ὁ δεινὸς κοσµοκράτωρ πεπραµένους 
ὑπὸ τῆς ἁµαρτίας.
               σάρκα ἀνέλαβε 
                          καὶ ἀνεφάνη ἀνθρώποις, 
ὅπως ἐκ τῆς πολυθέου πλάνης αὐτοὺς 
ἀνακαλέσηται. Καὶ τελέσας τὴν 
θαυµαστὴν αὐτοῦ οἰκονοµίαν διὰ   
                 σταυροῦ θανάτου 
                 ἐγεύσατο ἑκουσίᾳ βουλῇ κατ᾽ 
οἰκονοµίαν µεγάλην· µετὰ δὲ τρεῖς 
ἡµέρας ἀνεβίω καὶ εἰς οὐρανοὺς 
ἀνῆλθην. (15.1)
As can be seen from the table above, in contrast  to the previous two sections563 we can 
identify fewer similarities between the Apology and chapter 31 of B&I. Nevertheless, a 
number of parallels can be highlighted. The first example is right  in the opening the 
description of those who serve the ‘message’ (κήρυγµα), a message through which those 
who were erring and walking in darkness on the wrong way have been enlightened. The 
next example is immediately  following, the belief in God, the Almighty, his only 
begotten Son and the Holy Spirit. Although some of the epithets of God that follow are 
different in chapter 31 and chapter 27 of the Apology, even there we discover some 
parallels. God is the παντοκράτωρ, the Almighty, he does not die. He is the one who 
holds everything together through his foresight. Further negative epithets from the 
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563  See the comparisons between the Apology and chapter 7 of B&I,  as well as the Apology and the 
different races used in B&I.
Apology are rendered as positive statements in chapter 31 (the one who is without 
source, ἄναρχον, in the Apology, becomes the source of all that is good, τῇ ἀρχῇ καὶ 
πηγῇ τῶν ἀγαθῶν, in chapter 31; or the one who is above all sufferings in the Apology, 
ἀνώτερον πάντων τῶν παθῶν, is the incomparably powerful, οὗ τὸ κράτος ἀνείκαστον, 
in chapter 31). 
 In the Apology, παντοκράτωρ appears in chapter 14.3-4. A parallel between the 
Greek and Syriac version of the Apology is apparent in this section. Furthermore, 
although παντοκράτωρ does not appear anywhere else in the Greek version of the 
Apology, ‘Almighty’ is used on one other occasion in the Syriac version: chapter 13.2-3. 
Turning to B&I, the only  other use of παντοκράτωρ is in chapter 30 which has been 
taken directly  from Symeon Metaphrastes’ Martyrium S. Theclæ 15.564  To conclude, 
therefore, it seems that the redactor of B&I borrowed the noun from the Apology and 
inserted it  into chapter 31 as he was apparently  influenced by this text when developing 
the divine epithets further.
 Both chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology use, as we have seen, the phrase υἱῷ 
µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ. Is the redactor or the Apology the parent of this phrase or 
is it the other way around?565  Before we discuss the phrase itself we must first look at 
the parts that have been highlighted in bold in the comparison and are re-iterated here:
B&I Chapter 31 Apology according to B&I Chapter 27
Τί κρεῖττον, εἰπέ µοι, θεῷ λατρεύειν 
παντοκράτορι σὺν 
             υἱῷ µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ,     
θεῷ ἀκτίστῳ καὶ ἀθανάτῳ, 
                       τὸν θεὸν µόνον 
παντοκράτορα (14.3-4) γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν 
θεόν κτίστην καὶ δηµιουργὸν τῶν ἁπάντων 
ἐν υἱῷ µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ (15.3) 
ἄναρχον καὶ ἀΐδιον, ἀθάνατον καὶ ἀποσδεῆ, 
(1.2)
The use of σὺν in B&I represents a vast difference in theology compared to the use of ἐν 
in the Apology:566  Basil of Caesarea discusses the use of Trinitarian particles throughout 
his work; however, in a series of conversations between Basil and Apolinarius of 
Laodicea, the matter of how the Son is with the Father, and not part of the Father, is 
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564 PG115, 844 C 14-D 2.
565 Interestingly, the copyist of manuscript O, in chapter 27 and 31 of B&I, inverts πνεύµατι and ἁγίῳ. See 
R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 282 and 323.
566 We must note that there are no manuscript differences in either the Apology or B&I 31.
discussed.567  This suggests that the Apology is monarchian and predates the 
Cappadocian fathers. Furthermore, it shows that the redactor of B&I does not change 
the theological language of the Apology to a more Orthodox understanding of the nature 
of the Trinity. 
 A further understanding of these two texts may be gleaned through a discussion 
of the adjective µονογενής in B&I; this will enable us to comprehend the terminology 
and context in which this adjective has been placed. Unfortunately, we cannot draw on 
the other versions of the Apology, since neither the Syriac, nor the Armenian, nor the 
Greek fragments use this adjective, nor any similar expression. µονογενής appears in 
chapters 1, 7, 10, 16, 17, 19, 21, 27, 30 and 31 of B&I. Of these we must exclude 
chapters 1, 7, 10, 19 and 21 because the passages where the term occurs have been 
borrowed from external sources.568 Additionally, two usages of µονογενής in chapter 16 
and one in chapter 30 must be removed, because the context and content are very 
different from the current discussion.569  This leaves us with three independent cases, 
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567 See Basil in Epistle 362, who explains how the Father and the Son are one. The conversation between 
Basil and Apolinarius is contained in Epistles 361-3. See PG 32, 1099-106.  See Stephen M. Hildebrand, 
Trinitarian Theology (2007): 150-87; R.M. Hübner, Die Schrift des Apolinarius (1989): 236-8. Basil’s 
Trinitarian theology was a response to the Neo-Arian heresy. In his understanding of the Trinity, Basil 
arrived at similar conclusions to Apolinarius. In his discussion of hypostasis Basil revealed that the 
Godhead is one in ousia. This understanding became the standard for Eastern Orthodox theology of the 
Holy Trinity. See R. M. Hübner, Die Schrift des Apolinarius (1989): 1-2.
568  Volk does not indicate that the redactor of B&I is relying on an external source, unlike the following 
uses of µονογενής in B&I: chapter 1 Ὅτε δὲ ὁ µονογενὴς τοῦ θεοῦ υἱός, ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρός 
(John 1:18, Symeon Metaphrastes, Vita S. Thomæ Apostoli 2, 1-3 [p156-7]); chapter 7 Εἰ τὸν ἐµὸν βούλει 
δεσπότην  µαθεῖν, ὁ κύριός ἐστιν Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ (John 1:18, 3:18) and later 
in chapter 7: ἀλλ̓ εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρός, ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ, ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν  κόλπον 
τοῦ πατρός,  ὁ ὁµοούσιος τῷ πατρὶ καὶ τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι (John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei 45, 36-40 
[who in turn has borrowed some of the language from John 1:18]); chapter 10 reads: Εἷς γὰρ ὁ πατήρ, ᾧ 
καὶ ἴδιον ἡ ἀγεννησία· εἷς δὲ ὁ µονογενὴς υἱός, καὶ ἴδιον αὐτῷ ἡ γέννησις· ἓν  δὲ τὸ πνεῦµα τὸ ἅγιον,  καὶ 
ἴδιον αὐτῷ ἡ ἐκπόρευσις (Gregory Nazianzenus, Orationes 25, 26, 28-30 [p198]); chapter 19 
ἀλλ᾽εὐθύτητι καρδίας ἀπεριέργως προσδέχου ὅτι ὁ πατὴρ καὶ ὁ υἱὸς καὶ τὸ ἅγιον  πνεῦµα κατὰ πάντα ἕν 
εἰσι, πλὴν τῆς ἀγεννησίας καὶ τῆς γεννήσεως καὶ τῆς ἐκπορεύσεως, καὶ ὅτι ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος 
τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ θεὸς διὰ τὴν  ἡµετέραν σωτηρίαν κατῆλθεν ἐπὶ γῆς (John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei 2. 
See above for a lengthy comparison between chapter 19 of B&I and Expositio Fidei); finally, chapter 21 
Ἐπὶ τούτοις τὰ τῆς φιλανθρωπίας ἐπῆγεν, ὅπως τῆς ἡµετέρας φροντίζων ὁ δηµιουργὸς σωτηρίας 
διδασκάλους ἀπέστειλε καὶ προφήτας τὴν  τοῦ µονογενοῦς κηρύττοντας σάρκωσιν  (Symeon 
Metaphrastes, Vita S. Gregorii Illuminatoris 10 96.22-34).
569 B&I 16 Ἡ  δὲ θυγάτηρ τοῦ πένητος, παρθένος οὖσα  καὶ µονογενὴς αὐτῷ [...] Οὐ δύναµαί σοι ταύτην 
δοῦναι τοῦ ἀπαγαγεῖν  ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ τοῦ πατρός σου καὶ τῶν  ἐµῶν χωρίσαι ἀγκαλῶν· µονογενὴς γάρ µοί 
ἐστιν (the second use of µονογενής originates from Luke 9:38); chapter 30 καὶ ἱλέῳ µοι ἐπίβλεψον ὄµµατι 
ῥῦσαι ἀπὸ ῥοµφαίας δαιµονικῆς τὴν ψυχήν µου καὶ ἐκ χειρὸς κυνὸς τὴν µονογενῆ µου (Psalm 21:21).
which according to Volk rely on no other passage:570  the first is in chapter 16,571  the 
second in chapter 17,572 and the third in chapter 21.573
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570 It is possible that the redactor of B&I may have borrowed this phrase from a church father: Gregory of 
Nyssa, Adversus Macedonianos de spiritu sancto 3,1.115 οὕτως ἀναπέµψει τὴν εὐχαριστίαν ὑπὲρ τῆς 
ἑαυτοῦ ζωῆς,  ἐκ πατρὸς ἀρχόµενος καὶ τὸν υἱὸν τῷ πατρὶ συµπεριλαµβάνων καὶ τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦµα τοῦ 
µονογενοῦς οὐ χωρίζων, ὡς πληροῦσθαι τῷ ἐπὶ πάντων θεῷ σὺν τῷ µονογενεῖ υἱῷ καὶ τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι 
τιµὴν καὶ δόξαν καὶ προσκύνησιν εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων,  ἀµήν.  This is similar to the Apology and 
chapter 31 of B&I; however neither chapters of B&I use ‘Father’, whereas Gregory of Nyssa does.
571  Τὸ γινώσκειν  τὸν µόνον ἀληθινὸν θεόν καὶ Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν,  τὸν µονογενῆ αὐτοῦ υἱόν, καὶ τὸ ἅγιον 
καὶ ζωοποιὸν πνεῦµα.  According to R. Volk (Barlaam et Ioasaph [2006]: 158), this is similar to 
Balavariani 2.23 however the Balavariani does not use µονογενής. A section of this has been taken from 
John 17:3: αὕτη δέ ἐστιν ἡ αἰώνιος ζωή, ἵνα γινώσκωσιν σὲ τὸν µόνον ἀληθινὸν  θεὸν καὶ ὃν  ἀπέστειλας 
Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν. This passage from John however does not include µονογενής.
572 Θεὸν γάρ, φησὶν ὁ εὐαγγελιστὴς καὶ θεολόγος,  οὐδεὶς ἑώρακε πώποτε: ὁ µονογενὴς υἱός, ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν 
κόλπον  τοῦ πατρός, ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο. This has been taken from John 1:18 which reads: θεὸν οὐδεὶς 
ἑώρακεν πώποτε: µονογενὴς θεὸς ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο. 
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The parallels between the Apology and chapters 16 and 31 of B&I are clear; however 
chapter 21 has very little resemblance to the other cases. The more interesting aspect is 
the theological language, some of which has been previously  discussed. To add to our 
previous examination, it is possible to look in greater detail at the theology of the 
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redactor of B&I. As καί (B&I 16) and σύν (B&I 31) are not synonymous, we are able to 
see the differences within B&I: in the Apology chapter 27 the redactor declares that God 
can be known in the Son, whereas a little later in chapter 31 of B&I he says that God is 
worshipped with the Son. The redactor does not harmonize the two aspects. 
Furthermore, it is possible to assess the dissimilarity between the Syriac version of the 
Apology and the Greek B&I version of the Apology. Although this dissimilarity would 
create some concern in regards to the redactor of B&I changing the Apology, however it 
is the stark difference in trinitarian theology which is located in chapters 16 and 31 to 
chapter 27 of B&I.
 As the Apology is not part of the Balavariani, the Trinitarian thinking of B&I 
may originate from the Balavariani 3.51:574
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574  Because of the little resemblance this has to other independent uses of the adjective in B&I, I have 
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Although the language of the Balavariani is closer to that of the Apology than to chapter 
31 of the B&I, unlike the Apology but in common with B&I the Balavariani asserts that 
God, his Son and Holy Spirit have to be rightly understood. As previously  discussed, 
the redactor has moved sections of B&I compared with their locations in the 
Balavariani, and has apparently made slight but theologically important changes and 
adaptations, although he seems to have left slightly  different  wordings of the Apology 
intact.
 In the third comparison, the description in the Apology concerning the nature of 
God (being without beginning, immortal and so forth), can also be found in the Syriac 
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and Armenian versions.575  The language in B&I chapter 31 is not dissimilar to that in 
the Apology, although, as shown, it  slightly differs. Further, the redactor quotes a 
number of external sources in chapter 31, when he describes God’s nature. Evidently, 
B&I and the Apology are not independent of one another, although, it seems that B&I is 
developed on the basis of the Apology as on those other sources. At the end of this 
description, in both the Apology and chapter 31, God is called acting out of προνοίᾳ. It 
was concluded in the seventh comparison between B&I chapter 7 and the Apology576 
that the original Apology probably referred to the ‘providence of God’. This is because 
the Armenian and Greek versions contain similar language. Προνοίᾳ is also used in 
chapter 13.1 of the Greek B&I version of the Apology, which reads: Ὅτε γὰρ περὶ τῆς 
ἰδίας σωτηρίας οὐδὲν ἰσχύουσι, πῶς τῶν  ἀνθρώπων  πρόνοιαν ποιήσονται. This Greek 
section has a parallel in the Syriac version of the Apology, further suggesting that 
προνοίᾳ had not been inserted later. Did the redactor of B&I therefore borrow προνοίᾳ 
and insert it into the novel? In the Balavariani, ‘providence’ is used only once in 2.19: 
‘But those through whom God in His providence operates the conquest of disease’; 
προνοίᾳ in B&I could therefore originate from the Balavariani. Elsewhere in B&I 
προνοίᾳ appears in chapters 7, 17, 18, 24, 26, 27, 31, and 40. Chapter 17577 provides us 
with two examples that are quotes from church fathers. This leaves us with the other 
uses of προνοίᾳ which have all been adopted by the redactor from the Balavariani.578 
 In discussion of the fifteenth comparison between B&I chapter 7 and the 
Apology, it was noted that chapter 31 (of B&I) is the only example where ἀγάλµατα is 
used independently.579  Although ἀγάλµατα is only  used in chapter 31 in the tenth 
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575 Chapter 27: ἀΐδιον is omitted in K.
576 Despite a difference in the Syriac version of the Apology, which reads the ‘grace of God’.
577  καὶ συντηρεῖσθαι, καὶ ἀεὶ προνοεῖσθαι. (John of Damascus Expositio Fidei 3,35-40); καὶ µεγάλης καὶ 
θαυµαστῆς διακυβερνήσεως καὶ πανσόφου προνοίας; (John Chrysostom [spur.],  Ecloga de Providentia 
10 = John Chrystostom, Ad Populum Antiochenum Homilie 10.3.)
578  Β&Ι 7 τῇ προνοίᾳ τοῦ Δηµιουργοῦ φωτιζόµενα καὶ διακρατούµενα; chapter 17 ἐν οὐδενὶ τούτων 
δυναµένου µου ἀνθίστασθαι τῇ ἰσχύϊ τῆς αὐτοῦ προνοίας (this has been taken from the Balavariani 2.30 
but does not include ‘providence’); chapter 18 ὡς παρὰ τῆς προνοίας πεµφθέντα δεχόµεθα τοῦτον ἐπ̓ 
εὐλογίᾳ τῶν πιστῶς προσενεγκόντων (this has been taken from the Balavariani 2.36, but the Balavariani 
does not use ‘providence’); chapter 24 οὔτε τῆς αὐτοῦ προνοίας ἄνευ συνίστασθαί τι δύναται; chapter 26 
ἕτερα δὲ πάλιν ἡ σοφὴ τoῦ θεοῦ πρόνοια ἄνωθεν ᾠκονόµει, and τὸ δὲ πᾶν  τῆς θείας ἦν προνοίας σοφῶς 
διὰ τῶν ἐναντίων τὰ ἡµέτερα βεβαιούσης; chapter 40 κυβέρνησόν  µου τὴν ζωήν, ὁ πᾶσαν τὴν  κτῆσιν 
ἀρρήτῳ σοφίας προνοίᾳ κυβερνῶν, καὶ γνώρισόν µοι ὁδὸν ἐν ᾗ πορεύσοµαι. καὶ σῶσόν  µε, ὡς ἀγαθὸς 
Θεὸς καὶ φιλάνθρωπος (part of this is from Psalm 142:8, however this does not use ‘providence’).
579 Although ἀγάλµατα also appears in chapters 10 and 32 of B&I, the noun is part of a phrase taken from 
an external source.
comparison between chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology, we must  reiterate the 
redactor’s preference for εἰδώλοις instead of ἀγάλµατα. In the fifth comparison between 
B&I chapter 31 (ἀψύχοις εἰδώλοις) and the Apology (νεκρὰ ἀγάλµατα), B&I is quoting 
Athanasius’ Vita Antonii 74.3. In the eighth, ninth, tenth and fourteenth comparison 
between chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology, we can asses that where ‘idol’ or ‘image’ is 
used in chapter 31, the redactor is not quoting a church father: οὐκ αἰσχύνεσθε νεκρὰ 
ξόανα προσκυνοῦντες [...] ἀλλὰ τὰ ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σου τὰ νεκρὰ καὶ ἄψυχα [...] 
ἀγάλµατα πλάττων καὶ τοῖς ἔργοις τῶν χειρῶν σου θεοῦ περιτιθεὶς ὄνοµα [...] ξοάνων 
ἀναισθητότερε. None of these examples is similar to the Apology in the precise 
wording; however, they do use language similar to that found within the Apology. 
Nevertheless, given that there is a common theme of ‘idols’ and ‘images’ in the 
Balavariani,580  we cannot draw any conclusion here as to the redactor’s possible 
reliance on the Apology.
 There are further parallels between B&I chapter 31 and the Apology. Some of 
these have been discussed previously,581  while others are cases where the ideas 
coincide, but have independent sources. For example the two references to the 
Chaldeans committing adultery (comparison 5) and having intercourse with men/boys 
(comparison 5) must be independent of one another, since there is a parallel between the 
Greek B&I version of the Apology and the Syriac version, while in chapter 31 of B&I 
the redactor is quoting from Athanasius’ Vita Antonii 74.3. 
 In the comparison between B&I chapter 7 and the Apology, it is indisputable that 
the redactor of B&I is drawing ideas directly from the Apology.582  Although the 
evidence is not as compelling, from the contents of the seventh comparison it is 
reasonable to draw a similar conclusion for chapter 31.  For example, the reference to 
worshipping animals (specified as bulls in chapter 31), appears in both the Greek B&I 
version of the Apology and the parallel Syriac version, while the redactor’s reference in 
chapter 31 of B&I to ‘men making sacrifices and libations’ appears in the Greek, Syriac 
and Armenian versions of the Apology.  Additionally, according to Volk, this section in 
chapter 31 of B&I does not have an external source. 
151
580 It must be noted that the use of ‘dead images/idols’ does not appear in the Balavariani.
581 For example the use of ‘dead idols/images’, as well as the use of ‘Chaldeans’.
582  Chapter 31: from εἶτα τὸν  κάλλιστον ἐκ βουκολίων ταῦρον λαβόντες to the end of the comparison 
between the two chapters, the text is omitted in XYZ. Additionally παρὰ σοῦ προσφερόµενον is omitted 
in E’FGHIJKLMNO’PQRSTU1U2‘VW1W2Kech.
 The reference in chapter 31 of B&I to images being made by man in the eighth 
comparison, can also be found in chapter 13 of the Apology. There is no similar content 
in any of the other versions. The Greek Apology uses ἀγάλµατα, which, as previously 
discussed, is a noun that does not originate in B&I. The fact that ἀγάλµατα is not used 
by the redactor suggests that he has not overly  redacted the Apology, and it could 
indicate either that the Syriac is not the superior version (because there is no parallel 
between it and the Greek B&I version), or that the Greek B&I version of the Apology 
had been redacted more thoroughly at  an earlier stage in the textual transmission, after it 
had become separated from the other versions, but before the redactor of B&I put 
together the novel. Either conclusion is plausible; no further evidence is available to 
suggest one case as stronger than the other.
 In the ninth comparison, the redactor of B&I describes God: ‘from whom you 
were copied out of nothing,583 we can find little resemblance with the Apology in terms 
of content and language. The Syriac and Armenian versions do contain some 
comparable ideas to those found in the Greek B&I version of the Apology; however 
there is no depth of similarity between them. Volk584  states that this passage in chapter 
31 of B&I refers to Isaiah 1:3;585  however, the content and language of the Old 
Testament prophet does not adequately reflect what is found here. Given the lack of 
similarity between the two texts of the Apology and chapter 31 of B&I, it is clear that 
these are independent of each other.
 Continuing through this comparison, references to false images (‘senseless 
images’ in the Syriac version), men not being gods, and animals not being gods, all 
appear in the Syriac version of the Apology, indicating that the redactor of B&I has not 
altered the Greek B&I version of the Apology here. Further, according to Volk, the 
redactor of B&I does not borrow the content from an external source. Because the 
content of chapter 31 is so specific, it  is presumed that the redactor of B&I must be 
drawing the content from somewhere. He may, therefore, have been borrowing from the 
Apology. This possibility seems particularly likely  when the redactor discusses how the 
Indians’ idols, which are made of silver and gold, are guarded. Although the guarding of 
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583 τὸ µὲν γὰρ οἶδε τὸν τρέφοντα, σὺ δὲ τὸν θεὸν ἠγνόησας, δι’ οὗ ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος παρήχθης.
584 Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 323.
585  Ἔγνω βοῦς τὸν κτησάµενον, καὶ ὄνος τὴν φάτνην τοῦ κυρῖου αὺτοῦ· Ἰσραὴλ δέ µε οὐκ ἔγνω, καὶ ὁ 
λοας µε οὐ συνῆκεν.
idols does appear in the Apology, this section (guarding silver and gold idols) has been 
taken from the Epistula ad Diognetum 2.2 and 2.7.586  It could be suggested therefore 
that this whole section has been taken from the Epistula ad Diognetum; however the 
context and content of that Epistle is remarkably  different from that of chapter 31 of 
B&I; the Apology content and context is much closer to what  we find here. We might 
conclude that in discussing the content of the Apology, the redactor is reminded of the 
Epistula ad Diognetum and inserts a section of this text.
 In comparisons 10 to 12, the pattern previously outlined of the relationship 
between B&I chapter 31 and the Apology returns to the fore when we examine the 
discussion of humans who worship idols: they are ‘blind’ and ‘without 
understanding’,587  and are seen as impious. Similar content is present in the Syriac 
version of the Apology, while the redactor does not draw upon any external sources. 
Again, it appears probable that the redactor of B&I is drawing information directly from 
the Apology. 
 The thirteenth section of comparison between chapter 31 of B&I and the 
Apology, the discussion on Aphrodite, Ares and Dionysius,588 has already been explored 
in depth. It was concluded that although some of the information regarding these gods 
may have been gleaned from elsewhere,589 their inclusion may  have originated from the 
Apology. 
 The next two comparisons (fourteen and fifteen) concern those ‘making images’ 
and those ‘serving God’. These ideas are not  contained in the other versions of the 
Apology, but the redactor of B&I does not rely on an external source. In our earlier 
discussion on the language of ‘making images’ we concluded that this reference was a 
redaction made after the original composition of the Apology text, but  not by the B&I 
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586 Οὐχ ὁ µέν τις λίθος ἐστίν ὅµοιος τῷ πατουµένῳ, ὁ δ’ ἐστὶ χαλκός οὐ κρείσσων τῶν εἰς τὴν χρῆσιν ἡµῖν 
κεχαλκευµένων σκευῶν, ὁ δὲ ξύλον ἤδη καὶ σεσηπός, ὁ δὲ ἄργυρος χρῄζων ἀνθρώπου τοῦ φυλάξαντος 
ἵνα µὴ κλαπῇ, ὁ δὲ σίδηρος ὑπὸ ἰοῦ διεφθαρµένος, ὁ δὲ ὄστρακον, οὐδὲν τοῦ κατασκευασµένου πρὸς τὴν 
ἀτιµοτάτην ὑπηρεσίαν εὐπρεπέστερον; ... Ὑµεῖς γὰρ οἱ νῦν νοµίζοντες καὶ οἰόµενοι, οὐ πολὺ πλέον 
αὐτῶν καταφρονεῖτε; οὐ πολὺ µᾶλλον αὐτοὺς χλευάζετε καὶ ὑβρίζετε, τοὺς µὲν λιθίνους καὶ ὀστρακίνους 
σέβοντες ἀφυλάκτους, τοὺς δὲ ἀργυρέους καὶ χρυσοῦς ἐγκλείοντες ταῖς νυξὶ, καὶ ταῖς ἡµέραις φύλακας 
παρακαθιστάντες, ἵνα µὴ κλαπῶσιν;
587 Chapter 31: οὐκ εὐσεβείας is omitted in M.
588 See chapter 2.B of this study.  Chapter 27: παρεισάγεται θεὸς εἶναι is replaced with καὶ αὐτος θεὸς ὢν 
ὡς µυθεύονται in HW1. Τὸν δὲ Διόνυσον παρεισάγουσι has been replaced with Ὁµοίως καὶ τὸν  Διόνυσον 
λέγουσι in HW1 (W1 then omits θεὸν εἶναι).
589  Volk does not indicate that this discussion on Aphrodite, Ares and Dionysius had been sourced from 
elsewhere.
redactor. The conclusion of the sixth comparison between chapter 7 of B&I and the 
Apology was that, given the similarity in meaning of λατρεύοντες and σέβεσθαι, the 
redactor of B&I has deliberately  chosen λατρεύοντες rather than the Apology’s 
σέβεσθαι: the most probable explanation for this is that  the redactor has drawn upon the 
Apology text as a source, but has re-written its content. When, in the comparison 
between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology, we looked at the use of λατρεύοντες and 
σέβεσθαι, we did not explore in any detail the use of λατρεύοντες, particularly  its use in 
the Apology. In B&I, λατρεύοντες is preferred over σέβεσθαι.590 λατρεύοντες appears in 
the Greek Apology three times591  (in comparison to σέβεσθαι, which is used seven 
times). Although λατρεύοντες and σέβεσθαι are interchangeable (meaning ‘to serve’, ‘to 
worship’), if we presume that the translator of the Syriac version translated λατρεύοντες 
as ‘to serve’ and σέβεσθαι as ‘to worship’, we find that only once is ‘to serve’592 used in 
the Syriac version, while ‘to worship’ (which has a parallel to σέβεσθαι in the Greek 
B&I version of the Apology) is used in chapters 3.1, 12.2, 12.4 and 17.3. Further, ‘to 
worship’ is used in the Syriac version in the prefix to chapter 1 and in chapters 9.3, 12.4, 
12.5, and 14.3-4 of the Apology (with neither comparison to the Greek B&I, nor to the 
Armenian or the Greek fragment versions of the Apology), as well as in Chapters 3.1 
(parallel of προσκυνοῦσι in Greek B&I version) and 12.1 (parallel of ἠρκέσθησαν  in 
Greek B&I version). ‘Worship’ also appears, without a parallel to the other versions of 
the Apology, in chapter 1.2 of the Armenian version. Based on the first  four parallels of 
the use of ‘worship’ and σέβεσθαι,593  we can conclude that σέβεσθαι is the preferred 
verb by the Apology of the other versions, while λατρεύοντες in the Greek Apology is a 
redaction, possibly made by the redactor of B&I. 
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590 σέβεσθαι appears in chapters 7, 24, 25,  26, 27 and 31 of B&I. Of these,  chapters 24 and 26 quotes an 
external source. If the redactor of B&I did use the Apology as a source for chapters 7 and 31 of B&I 
(σέβεσθαι in chapter 7 is used four times and is used three times in chapter 31), we only have one 
independent use of σέβεσθαι: chapter 25 of B&I.
591  Chapters 2.2, 14.2 and 16.5. None of which have a direct parallel to any of the other versions of the 
Apology. The uses of λατρεύοντες will be discussed below.
592  As previously discussed,  in the fifth comparison between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology, chapter 
3.1 of the Syriac version of the Apology reads: ‘and they began to serve created things instead of the 
Creator of them’. Similar content can be found in the Greek B&I version of the Apology however instead 
of λατρεύοντες, the text contains σέβεσθαι.
593  For this assumption to be correct, reliance must be placed on the consistency of the Syriac translator 
(and English translator) in translating the same verb from the Greek into Syriac. 
 This conclusion regarding the insertion of λατρεύοντες into the Apology is only  
applicable for chapter 16.5 of the B&I version, which reads: ‘serving the living God’.594 
We find no parallel between the Greek B&I version and any  other version of the 
Apology. The idea of ‘serving God’ is found in B&I chapter 31 and the Apology, 
suggesting that the redactor has added to the Apology. The other two occasions in the 
Apology where λατρεύοντες is used are not contextually  similar to any other version of 
the Apology; more importantly  these uses595 are not contextually similar to any other use 
of λατρεύοντες in B&I. In the absence of any linguistic, contextual or content 
comparison between the use of λατρεύοντες in B&I and the Apology, it is impossible to 
discern whether the ideas and language596  in the Apology were inserted by  the redactor 
of B&I or by a previous redactor.597
 The sixteenth comparison between chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology, 
‘worshipping the Creator’, has a parallel in chapters 2 and 15 of the Syriac version of 
the Apology, and chapter 2 of the Armenian version. Volk thinks that the redactor of 
B&I has not borrowed this phrase from an external source.598 Therefore, its use could be 
another example of the pattern that has run throughout the comparisons between chapter 
31 of B&I and the Apology. 
 The language and content in the sixteenth and seventeenth comparison between 
chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology, specifically the use of ‘through Christ’, and the 
redactor’s expounding on the theology of Christ in B&I, indicate that these texts are 
independent of one another here. Yet, we can find parallels in language and content 
between chapter 15 of the Greek B&I version and chapter 2 of the Syriac and Armenian 
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594 λατρεύειν ζῶντι θεῷ. 
Chapter 31: τῷ θεῷ (as part of τῷ θεῷ µου λατρεύσω) is omitted in W1W2.
595 οὗτοι γὰρ γεγόνασιν ἀρχηγοὶ καὶ διδάσκαλοι τοῖς λοιποῖς ἔθνεσι τῆς τῶν πολυωνύµων θεῶν λατρεῖας 
καὶ προσκυνήσεως.  (Apology 2.2), Ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνώµονες καὶ αὐτοὶ φανέντες καὶ ἀχάριστοι πολλάκις 
ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν σεβάσµασι (Apology 14.2).
596  ‘For these have been guides and preceptors to the rest of the nations in the service and worship of 
these many-titled deities.’  (Apology 2.2); ‘and often served the idols of the nations’ (Apology 14.2). The 
only occasion in B&I where ‘serving idols’  appears, a different verb is used: καὶ τὸ δουλεύειν εἰδώλοις 
(Apology 7); the other instances where ‘serving’ (λατρεύοντες) is used, it is in conjunction with God. 
Although this evidence may be deemed as speculation, it is possible that the use of ‘serve the living God’, 
or certainly parts of this phrase, have been inserted into the Apology by the redactor of B&I.
597 We assume this as neither the Syriac,  nor Armenian or Greek fragments contain content that is similar 
to the Greek B&I version of the Apology.
598 This is because it is a common phrase.
Chapter 31: τῶν ἁπάντων appears as πάντων in R’R’’. Chapter 27: τῶν ἁπάντων appears as πάντων in T.
versions of the Apology. According to Volk,599  the content  of chapter 31 (with respect to 
the theology of Christ) has been formed from a number of biblical passages. Therefore 
the redactor must not be drawing on the Apology. 
 As previously pointed out, the evidence indicates a constant pattern in the 
relationship  between the Apology and chapter 31 of B&I, in which the redactor of B&I 
does not quote the Apology directly, but draws information from it. Similar language, 
content, or context can be found in the other versions of the Apology; but there is no 
depth of similarity between B&I chapter 31 and the Balavariani, nor the rest of B&I, 
nor any other external source. In addition, this comparison between chapter 31 of B&I 
and the Apology has helped us to understand the extent to which the redactor of B&I 
has, in principle, left the Apology unaltered in its substance, preferring to draw from it 
as a source. Where and when he rewrote its content in his own words, he tried to keep  to 
its theology and content, although not always successfully. The willingness of the 
redactor of B&I not to alter the Apology substantially must be explored further. The 
evidence discussed so far has suggested that in the rare cases where the redactor may 
have changed the Apology, he has preferred to insert additions, rather than change 
sections of the text. Nevertheless, a question remains as to the extent of those additions 
as well as of subtle changes. In what follows, we discuss important phrases and ideas 
that appear throughout B&I, but not in the Apology.
D) B&I Topics absent from The Apology
The following list of ideas has been arrived at through a close reading of and 
comparison between B&I and the Apology. It  is important to understand how the 
redactor of B&I handles specific theological topics, and what features of his language 
and ideas influence the novel but  not the Apology. This will enable us to grasp  how the 
redactor deals with external sources, such as the Apology. Ten features that appear in 
B&I but not in the Apology are:
1. The use of ‘Trinity’ and ‘Father’
2. Λόγος theology
3. Use of the Bible; particularly biblical quotations
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599 Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006): 328.
Chapter 27: after κυρίου (before Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ) K adds καῖ θεοῦ καὶ σωτῆρος ἡµῶν.  K replaces ἀνεβίω 
(after τρεῖς ἡµέρας) with ἀνέστη ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν.
4. Baptism
5. Satan and devils
6. Angels




The ninth and tenth items in the list have been discussed elsewhere in this study;600  in 
the following subsections, we undertake an in-depth analysis of the first eight ideas.
i) ‘Trinity’ and ‘Father’
To understand the use of ‘Father’ in B&I, we must first fathom how the redactor refers 
to the Trinity. He does so in a number of ways, including the ‘blessed and life giving 
Trinity’601 and ‘three persons’;602 he calls the Trinity pure and Holy,603 and contemplates 
the Trinity in prayer.604  The appearance of the Trinity is unsurprising in a Christian 
novel, and especially so here because the Trinity appears in the Balavariani.605 We find 
twelve references to the Trinity in the Balavariani, eight of which call the Trinity 
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600  A discussion on the use of Θεοτόκος in B&I can be located in chapter 2.A of this study, in the 
eighteenth comparison. A discussion regarding the Incarnation can be located in the same chapter, but in 
the twentieth comparison.
601  B&I 8: τὸ πλησίον γενέσθαι τῇ θεωρίᾳ τῆς ἁγίας καὶ ζωαρχικῆς τριάδος (Gregory Nazianzenus, 
Orationes 16,9); chapter 20: καὶ τῷ φωτὶ περιλαµφθῆναι τῆς µακαρίας καὶ ζωαρχικῆς τριάδος,  τῆς ἐν 
πατρὶ καὶ υἱῷ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι δοξαζοµένης; chapter 25: καὶ τῷ φωτὶ περιλαµφθῇ τῆς µακαρίας καὶ 
ζωαρχικῆς τριάδος; chapter 39: καὶ τῆς ἐλλάµψεως καταξιούµενοι τῆς µακαρίας ὄντως καὶ αρχικῆς 
τριάδος. 
602  B&I 7: ἀλλ̓ ἕνα Θεὸν γινώσκω καὶ ὁµολογῶ ἐν  τρισὶν ὑποστάσεσι δοξαζόµενον,  λέγω δὴ πατρὶ καὶ 
υἱῷ, καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι (John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei 2,15) [...] Οὗτος οὖν ὁ ἐν τρισὶν ὑποστάσεσιν 
εἷς θεός; chapter 10: εἷς δὲ θεὸς ἐν  τρισί, µία φύσις, µία βασιλεία, µία δύναµις,  µία δόξα, µία οὐσία, 
διαιρετὴ ταῖς ὑποστάσεσι καὶ µόνον  (Gregory Nazianzenus, Orationes 39, 12,27) [...] ἐν τρισὶν 
ὑποστάσεσι µίαν δοξάζοντες θεότητα· καὶ αὐτός ἐστιν  ἀληθὴς καὶ µόνος θεός, ὁ ἐν τριάδι γινωσκόµενος, 
ὅτι ἐξ αὐτοῦ καὶ δι  ʼαὐτοῦ καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν τὰ πάντα; chapter 17: τούτου χάριν κάµπτω τὰ γόνατά µου πρὸς 
τὸν ἐν τριάδι δοξαζόµενον θεὸν ἡµῶν, τὸν πάντων  δηµιουργὸν ὁρατῶν;  chapter 19: καὶ υἱὸς µὲν γίνῃ 
θεοῦ, ναὸς δὲ τοῦ ἁγίου καὶ ζωοποιοῦ πνεύµατος. Πίστευε τοίνυν εἰς πατέρα, καὶ υἱόν,  καὶ ἅγιον πνεῦµα, 
τὴν ἁγίαν καὶ ζωαρχικὴν  τριάδα ἐν τρισὶν  ὑποστάσεσι καὶ µιᾷ θεότητι δοξαζοµένην; chapter 24: ὁ µόνος 
ἅγιος καὶ ἐν ἁγίοις ἀναπαυόµενος,  ὁ σὺν πατρὶ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι δοξαζόµενος, εἰς ἃ βεβάπτισµαι. Καὶ 
ὁµολογῶ, δοξάζω τε καὶ προσκυνῶ ἕνα θεὸν ἐν τρισὶν ὑποστάσεσιν.
603 B&I 8: τῶν ἀπορρήτων ἀγαθῶν ἀπολαύοντες, καὶ τῇ ἁγίᾳ τριάδι καθαρῶς παριστάµενοι.
604 B&I 20: ναὸν αὐτὴν ποίησον τῆς ἁγίας τριάδος.
605  1.6 (twice), 1.8, 2.23, 2.26 (twice),  2.30, 3.46,  3.54, 3.60,  3.63, 3.68. R. Volk, ‘Symeon 
Metaphrastes’ (1996): 79 is the only scholar who cross checks external evidence with B&I as well as the 
Balavariani.
‘Holy’.606 In stark contrast, among the thirteen references in B&I, on only two occasions 
does the redactor call the Trinity ‘Holy’;607  instead, he prefers ‘life-giving’.608  The 
redactor of B&I refers to the Trinity in a number of ways, many  of which also mention 
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. Given that throughout B&I all the individual 
members of the Trinity are mentioned as a clause (Father, Son and Holy Spirit), it is 
important to see the difference to the Apology in chapter 27, where neither the Father 
nor the Trinity are mentioned.
 It must be noted first that, like the Trinity,609  the Father is not used in the 
alternative versions of the Apology either. ‘Father’, in a Trinitarian context,610  does 
appear throughout the Balavariani, however.611  Its popularity continues into the 
translated text of B&I, where we find a number of examples where Father is used either 
on its own, or in reference to other members of the Trinity. We find, for example: 
‘Father of lights’,612  statements that the Father (alone or with other members of the 
Trinity) should be glorified,613  discussion on baptism in the three members of the 
Trinity,614  references to all three members of the Trinity  (without using the term 
τριάς),615 among other instances of the redactor using ‘Father’.616
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606 1.6, 2.23, 2.26, 3.46, 3.54, 3.60, 3.63, 3.68.
607 In B&I 8 and 20.
608 See above.
609  The other versions of the Apology do not infer the Trinity through phrases such as the ‘Godhead’ or 
‘three persons’.
610 As opposed to an earthly father.
611 1.3, 1.8, 2.20, 2.25, 2.26, 2.29, 2.30, 2.40, 3.47, 3.53, 3.59, 2.60, 3.61, 3.63, 3.65, 3.68.
612 B&I 2, 10.
613 B&I 7, 11, 24, 35, 40 (twice).
614 B&I 7, 8, 19, 28, 35.
615 B&I 7 (twice), 10, 19 (thrice), 22, 25, 34.
616 The Son being one substance with (B&I 7), as well as other theological and doctrinal ideas such as the 
Father who is unbegotten (B&I 19),  who begat the Son (B&I 19) and the Son who proceeds from the 
Father (B&I 19). The Father coming down to speak to the Son (B&I 7), the Son who sits at the right hand 
(B&I 7), prayer to the Father (B&I 9, 21),  who is in heaven (B&I 9, 11 (twice), 25), who shows love (B&I 
12) and should be worshipped (B&I 19, 30). That it was the Father’s pleasure to send down Christ (B&I 
19), and that he is the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ (B&I 19) and that you can call on Him (B&I 20) and 
that he with Christ created the world (B&I 24), and you can access the Father through the Holy Ghost 
(B&I 31) and that the Son, even when on the cross, never departed from the Father’s glory (B&I 31), and 
that the Son is the Word of the invisible Father (B&I 34).  That it was the good will of the Father to send 
his Son (B&I 34), and that he is merciful (B&I 36) and that Father is just one of his many names (B&I 
36).
 ‘Father’ (not an earthly  father) is used a total of sixty-six times in B&I, 
appearing in over half the chapters,617 in a variety of contexts. Because of this variety, 
let us examine the first  chapter of B&I to get an understanding of possible sources the 
redactor may have used. ‘Father’ is mentioned four times: ‘the only-begotten Son of 
God, which is in the bosom of the Father’;618  ‘without leaving his Father’s throne’;619 
‘was seated at the right hand of the majesty of the Father’;620  and ‘to baptise them in the 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost’.621  Each of these uses of 
‘Father,’ however, is borrowed from an external source, mostly the New Testament. Of 
the sixty-six instances of the word ‘Father’, referring to God, twenty-one have been 
independently inserted by  the redactor of B&I.622  Hence it is the redactor’s own 
theological position that makes him insert ‘Father’ into B&I; yet he does not do so in the 
Apology.
 Similarities of context  and content certainly provided opportunities for the 
redactor of B&I to make Trinitarian additions to the Apology. For example, the Apology 
mentions ‘God the Creator and Fashioner of all things through the only-begotten Son 
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617 B&I 1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 28, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40.
618 Ὅτε δὲ ὁ µονογενὴς τοῦ θεοῦ υἱός, ὁ ὢν  εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρός,  taken from Symeon Metaphrastes, 
Vita S. Thomæ Apostoli 2,1-3. The phrase κόλπον τοῦ πατρός can be found in John 1:18.
619  τὸν τοῦ πατρὸς θρόνον µὴ ἀπολιπών  is taken from Symeon Metaphrastes,  Vita S. Joannis Evang.  1. 
‘Fathers throne’ may be found in Revelation 3:21.
620 καὶ ἐν δεξιᾷ τῆς τοῦ πατρὸς µεγαλωσύνης καθίσας,  taken from Symeon Metaphrastes, Vita S. Philippi 
Apostoli 6. A parallel may also be drawn with Hebrews 1:3 and Mark 16:19.
621  καὶ βαπτίζειν  αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ ὄνοµα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος.  This has been 
taken from Matthew 28:19.
622 B&I 2: καὶ συναΐδιος τῷ πατρί; chapter 7: ὁ σὺν  πατρὶ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι δοξαζόµενος., Βαπτισθέντος 
δὲ αὐτοῦ φωνὴ ἠνέχθη οὐρανόθεν ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς λέγουσα; chapter 10 εἷς γὰρ ὁ πατήρ, ᾧ καὶ 
ἴδιον ἡ ἀγεννησία; chapter 19: Πίστευε τοίνυν εἰς πατέρα, καὶ υἱόν, καὶ ἅγιον πνεῦµα [...] Οὕτως οὖν 
προσκύνει τὸν  πατέρα καὶ τὸν υἱὸν καὶ τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦµα ἐν τρισὶν ὑποστάσεσιν, [...] ταῖς καθαραῖς δὲ 
καρδίαις ἐνοικεῖν τὸν Χριστὸν ἅµα πατρὶ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι ἐπιστάµεθα; chapter 20: καὶ τῷ φωτὶ 
περιλαµφθῆναι τῆς µακαρίας καὶ ζωαρχικῆς τριάδος, τῆς ἐν πατρὶ καὶ υἱῷ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι 
δοξαζοµένης; chapter 21: τὸ τέκνον  ἤδη τοῦ ἐπουρανίου πατρός; chapter 22: Ὦ πάτερ, καὶ υἱέ, καὶ θεῖον 
πνεῦµα, ἡ ὁµοούσιος καὶ ἀδιαίρετος θεότης, σὲ ἐπικαλοῦµαι καὶ σὲ δοξάζω; chapter 24: καὶ τοῖς δαίµοσιν 
ἀποταξάµενος, Χριστῷ συνεταξάµην, τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς υἱῷ καὶ λόγῳ· [...] ὁ σὺν πατρὶ καὶ ἁγίῳ 
πνεύµατι δοξαζόµενος; chapter 25: οἱ πιστεύσαντες εἰς πατέρα καὶ υἱὸν  καὶ ἅγιον πνεῦµα,; chapter 30: Σὲ 
γὰρ ποθῶ καὶ σοὶ προσκυνῶ,  τῷ πατρὶ καὶ τῷ υἱῷ καὶ τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι, νῦν καὶ ἀεὶ καὶ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας; 
chapter 34: κύριε Ἰησοῦ Χριστέ, υἱὲ καὶ λόγε τοῦ ἀοράτου πατρός, [...] εἰ µὴ ὁ ἐν πατρὶ καὶ υἱῷ καὶ ἁγίῳ 
πνεύµατι γνωριζόµενος εἷς θεός· [...] εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος; chapter 35: 
οὐκ ἔστιν ἄλλος θεὸς πλὴν τοῦ κυρίου ἡµῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ σὺν πατρὶ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι δοξαζοµένου. 
[...] τέκνον οὐκ ἐµόν, ἀλλὰ τοῦ οὐρανίου πατρός; chapter 39: καὶ δοξασθῇ ἐν αὐτῷ τὸ ὄνοµά σου, τοῦ 
πατρός, καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ, καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος,  ὅτι σοὶ πρέπει δόξα καὶ αἴνεσις εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. Ἀµήν; 
Epilogue σὺν τῷ πατρὶ καὶ τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι νῦν καὶ ἀεί, καὶ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων. Ἀµήν.
and the Holy Spirit’.623  In comparison, chapter 2 of B&I reads ‘and being alike without 
beginning, and coeternal with the Father, and having created the heavens and the earth 
by his word, made man with his own hands...’624  Where the Apology chapter 15 states 
that Jesus ‘ascended into heaven’, the redactor could have inserted ‘and is seated at the 
right hand of the Father’,625 yet he does not.
 It is evident that the language of the Apology is very different to that  of B&I. 
This difference is especially evident when the two texts discuss doctrine. As previously 
noted, chapter 7 of B&I has much in common with the Apology in terms of content, 
context and language, but the theology is different:
B&I Chapter 7 Apology according to B&I Chapter 27
ἀλλ᾿    εὐδοκίᾳ            τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς 
ὁ µονογενὴς                   υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ 
θεοῦ, ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρός, ὁ 
ὁµοούσιος τῷ πατρὶ καὶ τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι, 
ὁ προαιώνιος, 
                     ὁ ἄναρχος, ὁ ἐν ἀρχῇ ὤν καὶ 
πρὸς τὸν θεὸν καὶ πατέρα ὤν καὶ θεὸς ὤν. 
Εἶτα ὡς εὐδοκησεν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἐλθεῖν 
ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς (14.2) ... Οὗτος δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ 
θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου 
ὡµολόγηται                   ἐν πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ 
ἀπ᾿ οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς (15.1) ... γινώσκουσι 
γὰρ τὸν θεόν κτίστην καὶ δηµιουργὸν τῶν 
ἁπάντων ἐν υἱῷ µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι 
ἁγίῳ (15.3) ... ἄναρχον καὶ ἀΐδιον (1.2).
As we can see here, despite some similarities, we see the mentioned differences 
between the Apology and B&I.626  One of the main differences is the use of ‘Father’ in 
the B&I outside the chapter with the Apology. Another major difference is B&I’s use of 
Λόγος theology, which does not feature in the Apology.
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623 Apology 15 τὸν θεόν, κτίστην  καὶ δηµιουργὸν τὼν ἁπάντων ἐν  υἱῷ µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ. This 
is an example where scholars are concerned with comparing the Apology to the Bible: here, Romans 
11:36. Geffcken then tries to show how the idea of ‘creator and sustainer of all’ can be located in other 
second century literature,  proving that the Apology is from the second century. However, this only 
suggests that the idea is locatable within the second century. J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 86. 
Although no scholar looks at whether the rest of B&I contains similar ideas to the second century. Some 
scholars have come to the same conclusion as I have: the Syriac has been altered. See also Frédéric 
Chapot, ‘Apologie 4,1 et 15, 1’ (1998): 207-9; R. Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 5; E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-
Apologie’ (1893): 123.
624 ὃς – ἄναρχος τε ὢν καὶ συναΐδιος τῷ πατρὶ – καὶ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς τῷ λόγῳ καὶ τὴν  γῆν ὑποστήσας τὸν 
ἄνθρωπόν τε χερσὶν οἰκείαις ἐδηµιούργησε.
625 Which is used by the redactor in chapters 1 and 7 of B&I.
626 Chapter 7: after the first πατρός, T  adds καἰ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατο. After the second θεοῦ, W2 
adds πατρός. Following the second πατρός, ὁ ὁµοούσιος τῷ πατρί is omitted in U2.  After ὁ ὁµοούσιος τῷ 
πατρὶ καί, U1 adds τῷ υἱῷ. After ἀρχῇ ὤν  L omits καὶ πρὸς τὸν θεὸν καὶ πατέρα ὤν and M omits καὶ πρὸς 
τὸν θεὸν καὶ πατέρα ὤν καὶ θεός.
ii) Λόγος Theology
When we check the language, linguistic forms and theological ideas of the Apology and 
the Greek B&I version, we notice that the former does not contain a Logos theology. In 
fact, this is the case across all textual traditions of the Apology: there is no Logos 
theology in the Syriac, Armenian or Greek fragment versions.627  If we took the Greek 
version of the Apology as a part of B&I, and not an independent entity, we might ask 
why Logos theology is missing from chapter 27, when it does feature elsewhere in the 
novel. Why, in a chapter that contains theological ideas and statements that resemble 
some form of creed,628  or at least sound well thought out and demonstrates theological 
ideas about the beliefs of the Christians, is Jesus not once referred to as the ‘Word of 
God’?
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627 The Christology of the Apology is very simple. See L. W. Barnard, ‘Apologetik I’  (1978): 376. There is 
only one scholar who has noticed the lack of Logos theology in the Apology: M. Picard, L’apologie 
(1892): 56.
628 J.N.D. Kelly, Creeds (1950): 76.
 Logos is used a total of twelve times629  throughout B&I: in chapters 7,630  8,631 
9,632 11,633  19,634  24,635 31,636 33,637  34638  and 37.639 Similar to the observation made in 
the previous section with regard to ‘Trinity’ and ‘Father’, there are a number of 
opportunities for the redactor of B&I to change the text  of the Apology to include 
reference to the ‘Word’. We find similar context between B&I and the Apology:
B&I Apology according to B&I Chapter 27
Ὁ γὰρ ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τοῦ γένους ἡµῶν 
ἐνανθρωπήσας θεὸς λόγος, (11)
Οὗτος δὲ υἱὸς 
           τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου ὡµολόγηται 
ἐν πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ· ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς 
διὰ τὴν σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων (15.1)
καὶ ὅτι ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ 
θεοῦ καὶ θεὸς διὰ τὴν ἡµετέραν 
σωτηρίαν κατῆλθεν ἐπὶ γῆς, (19)
                                    γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν 
θεόν κτίστην καὶ δηµιουργὸν τῶν ἁπάντων 
ἐν υἱῷ µονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ (15.3)
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629 Logos is used throughout B&I: the majority of which are in a non-Trinitarian context (i.e. Jesus being 
‘the Word’).  Logos in a non-Trinitarian context is used three times in the Apology: chapter 8 ἀλλὰ καὶ 
καθ᾽ ἕκαστον τῶν θεῶν  αὐτῶν εἰ θελήσοµεν  ἐλθεῖν τῷ λόγῳ, πολλὴν ὄψει τὴν ἀτοπίαν; chapter 10 Εἶτα 
τὸν Ἑρµῆν παρεισάγουσι θεὸν εἶναι ἐπιθυµητὴν  καὶ κλέπτην καὶ πλεονέκτην  καὶ µάγον, καὶ κυλλὸν καὶ 
λόγων ἑρµηνευτήν; chapter 13 εἰ µὲν γὰρ µυθικαὶ αἱ περὶ αὐτῶν ἱστορίαι, οὐδέν εἰσιν, εἰ µὴ µόνον λόγοι.
630 ἀλλ᾿ εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς καὶ συνεργίᾳ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος, ὁ µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ 
θεοῦ, ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρός (John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei 45, 36-40; John 1:18)
631  Οὕτω γὰρ ὁ ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τοῦ γένους ἡµῶν ἐνανθρωπήσας θεὸς λόγος (Clementina, Epitome 
praemetaphr.  18,13-7) [...] καὶ ἐπιγείοις εὐαγγελιζοµένη, ἥνπερ γεγράφασιν οἱ αὐτόπται καὶ ὑπηρέται τοῦ 
λόγου, οὓς ἀνωτέρω εἴρηκα, ὅτι µαθητὰς καὶ ἀποστόλους ὁ σωτὴρ ἡµῶν ἐξελέξατο (Luke 1:2).
632  Ζῶν  γάρ, φησίν, ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ ἐνεργής, καὶ τοµώτερος ὑπὲρ πᾶσαν µάχαιραν δίστοµον 
(Hebrews 4:12-3).
633 Ὁ γὰρ ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τοῦ γένους ἡµῶν ἐνανθρωπήσας θεὸς λόγος (No external source).
634  καὶ ἐκ τῆς αὐτοδυνάµεως ἡ τοῦ υἱοῦ δύναµις ἐξεφάνη, ὅς ἐστιν ἀπαύγασµα τῆς δόξης καὶ λόγος 
ἐνυπόστατος, (Basilius Caesariensis, adversus Euomium libri tres 2,27, 36-9; Hebrews 1:3) [...] καὶ ὅτι ὁ 
µονογενὴς υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ θεὸς διὰ τὴν  ἡµετέραν  σωτηρίαν  κατῆλθεν ἐπὶ γῆς (John of 
Damascus, Expositio Fidei 2.17-28) [...] Αὐτὸς οὖν ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ (Hebrews 4:12).
635  καὶ τοῖς δαίµοσιν ἀποταξάµενος Χριστῷ συνεταξάµην, τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς υἱῷ καὶ λόγῳ (No 
external source).
636  ἀνόητε σὺ καὶ λιθοκάρδιε,  χλευάζειν µε τολµᾷς λέγοντα ὅτι ὁ υἱὸς καὶ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ,  οὐδ  ᾽ ὅλως 
ἐκστὰς τῆς πατρικῆς δόξης (Athanasius, vita Antonii 74,4).
637  τὰ περὶ τῆς τοῦ θεοῦ λόγου διεξῄει συγκαταβάσεως, τὰ θαυµάσια ἐκήρυττε τῆς αὐτοῦ παρουσίας 
(Symeon Metaphrastes, Vita S. Thomæ Apostoli 9,20).
638  Καὶ δέοµαι τῶν ἀµετρήτων  σου οἰκτιρµῶν, κύριε Ἰησοῦ Χριστέ, υἱὲ καὶ λόγε τοῦ ἀοράτου πατρός, ὁ 
πάντα λόγῳ παραγαγών (No external source).
639  ἐρασθέντες τοῦ θείου κάλλους καὶ τὸ περὶ ἡµᾶς λογισάµενοι τοῦ θείου λόγου φίλτρον (Theodoretus, 
Historia Religiosa XXXI 18, 22-6).
However, despite the opportunity  offered, the Apology makes no mention of the ‘Word’. 
As a result, the theology  of the Apology stands out from the rest of the B&I novel; this 
is especially evident when creedal statements made by the redactor of B&I are similar to 
the Apology.
iii) The Bible
Before we look at  how the Apology and B&I use the Bible as a source and a text from 
which they quote, it  is important to understand how other second century texts use the 
Bible: doing so will enable us to understand the material the author of the Apology had 
in front of him when he wrote his text, and how the redactor of B&I uses the Bible as a 
source. If, for example, in contrast to B&I, the Apology does not use the Bible 
extensively, then it is possible to conclude that the text has been less influenced by  its 
redactor, perhaps even by earlier redactions. Let us first presume, like previous 
scholarship,640  that  the Apology (as it appears in B&I) is from the second century. We 
can see that the Apology does draw on biblical ideas, but does not quote the Bible at 
length. How does this compare to other second century  texts? Justin Martyr’s works, 
composed at the same time as the Apology, contain verses from the Old Testament as 
well as from the ‘so-called gospel(s)’, although the latter quotes are not identical with 
the wording as we know it from our canonical Gospels. The same cannot be said of 
Clement of Rome as he knows of what we call the Old Testament and the letters of Paul, 
but does not quote the Gospels; Ignatius barely quotes the Old Testament, but makes 
wide use of Paul, yet does not  quote the New Testament Gospels either, similar to him is 
Barnabas.641  While it is impossible to ascertain why the Apology author did not quote 
the Bible, giving full verses, it  is nevertheless worth exploring this question, especially 
since we find parallel ideas in the Apology and the Bible. 
 Editors of the Apology, such as B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre as well as J.R. 
Harris and J.A. Robinson, suggest that a number of passages within the Apology refer 
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640  M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 40-2 is the only other scholar to state explicitly that the Apology does 
not quote the Old or New Testament. Picard does propose that the Apology ‘suggests’ references to the 
Bible.
641  Reading these four early church fathers’ texts, it is clear that they use some books of the Bible as a 
source. For a recent survey of use of the New Testament in early second century literature, see M. 
Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014).
to, or at least invoke biblical passages.642 Aristides, unlike other second century authors, 
is preoccupied with theology. He does not try to prove the truth of Christianity by  using 
prophecies from the Old Testament, which would have been a lot more productive in 
discussion with Jews. Instead, Aristides is more concerned with eschatology  and listing 
major events linked to the life and death of Jesus.643
 The Apology alludes to biblical imagery on only a few occasions. However, it 
must be stressed, the Apology does not appear to intentionally quote or infer any 
specific Biblical passage.644 Furthermore, although some editors have pointed to lines or 
phrases in the Apology as referring to (or implying) a specific biblical passage, in fact 
the content of those biblical passages does not relate to the content of the Apology.645 
While the Apology does not quote any biblical passage, B&I does regularly quote both 
short phrases and longer sections from the Bible, often from the New Testament or the 
Psalms.646 There are four possible conclusions that may  be drawn as to how the Apology 
author uses the Bible: first, that he does quote from the Bible; second, that the same 
phrase may be found in both the Bible and the Apology, but in different contexts; third, 
that no comparison may be drawn; or finally, that the vast differences in theology  and 
content indicate that the Apology is not relying on the Bible. 
 With regard to the first possible conclusion, the section of the Apology that is 
most similar to the Bible in terms of vocabulary and word forms is to be found in 
chapter 14 where the short expression clearly reminds of a number of Old Testament 
passages: ‘with a mighty  hand and an uplifted arm’.647  The phrase ‘with a mighty hand 
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642  Apology 1.1 refers to 2 Maccabees 7:28; 1.2 refers to Colossians 1:16-7 and Acts 17:25; chapter 3.1 
infers Romans 1:25; chapter 4.1 infers Romans 1:23 (J. R. Harris and J. A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides 
[1891]: 38); chapter 8.1 infers Romans 1:22; throughout chapter 14 there are references to (in order of 
appearance) Acts 13:26; Exodus 3:15, 3:8, 6:1; Acts 13:17; Deuteronomy 13:2; Psalm 77:15; Genesis 
35:2; Deuteronomy 29:17; Psalm 81:10; 1 Kings 19:10; Matthew 13:17; Acts 7:52; Romans 10:2; chapter 
15 refers to Mark 5:7; John 6:33; Matthew 1:21; John 1:14; Colossians 1:20; 1 Corinthians 15:4; Acts 
1:9; Luke 24:51; Matthew 10:1,  28:19; Acts 1:8,  11:26 (B. Pouderon and M.-J.Pierre,  Apologie [2003]: 
256-93; J. R. Harris and J. A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides [1891]). See also Frédéric Chapot, 
‘Apologie 4,1 et 15, 1’ (1998): 201; F. Sasse, ‘Ein in armenischer Übersetzung’ (1879): 618.
643 M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 43; J. R. Harris and J. A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides (1891): 25.
644 Which will be detailed below. G. Downey, ‘Der griechische Barlaam-Roman’ (1956): 167-8 discusses 
the importance of passages which have been cited as parallels, or references, when the text does not refer 
to the aforesaid passage, or could equally refer to, infer or quote another passage. Here she mentions how 
F. Dölger states that his second parallel has been taken from John 1:18; instead there are a number of 
other scriptural passages this could refer to. 
645 See below.
646 A full discussion on how B&I uses the Bible will be presented below.
647 ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
and an uplifted arm’ appears throughout the Old Testament: Exodus 6:1;648 
Deuteronomy 4:34,649 5:15,650 6:21,651 9:29,652 26:8;653 Psalm 135 (136):12;654  Jeremiah 
32:21;655  Ezekiel 20:33656  and 34;657  Baruch 2:11.658  There are other places where the 
expression appears, but not as we have it in the Apology.659 Furthermore, the Apology as 
it appears in the Greek B&I is the only  version that uses ‘with a mighty hand and an 
uplifted arm’: it is absent from the Syriac, Armenian and Greek fragment versions 
which might point to the fact  that this expression was introduced either by the Vorlage 
of the Greek B&I text of the Apology or by the B&I redactor himself. Interestingly, B. 
Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre reference this phrase only to Exodus 6:1 and Acts 13:17.660 
What this analysis reveals is that there is no parallel context between the verses that 
include the phrase ‘with a mighty hand and an uplifted arm’ and one of the Old 
Testament passages. 
 The rest of the Apology quotes no more than one or two words from the Bible in 
a single phrase.661  One of the examples is another well known Old Testament 
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648 ἐν γὰρ χειρὶ κραταιᾷ ἐξαποστελεῖ αὐτοὺς, καὶ ἐν βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ ἐκβαλεῖ αὐτοὺς ἐκ τῆς γῆς αὐτοὺς.
649 καὶ ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
650 ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
651  ἐν  χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ. A number of texts add an extra ἐν before ‘outstretched arm,’ 
which is not in Deuteronomy 26:8. For example, Cyril of Alexander, Glaphyra in Pentateuchum 
69.528.52 and 69.649.35. Whereas in Cyril’s Expositio in Psalmos 69.1201.21 we see that he does not 
add ἐν.
652 καὶ ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
653 καὶ ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
654  ᾿Ἐν  χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ ἐν βραχἰονι ὑψηλῷ.  The Psalm suggests that it was all controlled and 
accomplished by God. The Apology agrees with this statement, but mentions that Moses was used by God 
to accomplish these tasks. John Chrysostom (Expositiones in Psalmos 55.401.38) uses the same phrase 
located in Psalm 135.
655 ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
656 ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
657 ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ, καὶ βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ.
658  καὶ νῦν, κύριε ὁ θεὸς Ισραηλ, ὃς ἐξήγαγες τὸν λαόν  σου ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ καὶ ἐν 
σηµείοις καὶ ἐν τέρασιν καὶ ἐν δυνάµει µεγάλῃ καὶ ἐν βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ καὶ ἐποίησας σεαυτῷ ὄνοµα ὡς ἡ 
ἡµέρα αὕτη.
659 Deuteronomy 7:19, 11:2; 1 Kings 8:42; 2 Chronicles 6:32; Jeremiah 21:5.
660 This passage in Acts only includes ‘uplifted arm’  and excludes ‘outstretched hand’. It is inconceivable 
how the editors of the critical edition of the Apology fail to mention any other passages which bear a 
greater similarity to the Apology.
661 See below.
expression, ‘wonders and signs’ or, as we find it in the Old Testament, ‘signs and 
wonders’.662 Although these words have been picked up in the seventeenth comparison 
between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology we must expand further on the analysis. As 
with the previous expression, also this one is frequently used both in the Old and the 
New Testament,663  and as before, so also ‘wonders and signs’ (Apology 14.2) does not 
appear in the other versions of the Apology. Hence, it  is very likely  again, that it has 
been introduced either by the Vorlage of the Greek Apology or by the redactor of the 
B&I. The phrase is, indeed, used five times in B&I: in chapters 7;664  9665  and 32,666 
although the context is different to that of the Apology. The different context underlines, 
however, that the expression is an integral part of the language of the redactor of the 
B&I and a borrowing neither from the Vorlage of the B&I nor from the inserted 
Apology.
 That there is no borrowing directly  from the Bible is a matter applicable to the 
whole of the Apology, in particular chapters 14 and 15. Let us examine some of the 
sections of the Apology that  have similar content, or phrases reminding of the Bible, 
even though the context is different:
Apology according to B&I Chapter 27 Bible
καὶ τέρασι πολλοῖς καὶ σηµείοις ἐγνώρισεν 
αὐτοῖς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ δύναµιν. (14.2)
ἐὰν δὲ ἀναστῇ ἐν σοὶ προφήτης ἢ 
ἐνυπνιαζόµενος τὸ ἐνύπνιον 
καὶ δῷ σοι σηµεῖον ἢ τέρας. (Deuteronomy 
13:2)
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662 σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι.
663 ‘wonders and signs’ appears in The Wisdom of Solomon 10:16; Acts 2:19, 22, 43, 6:8, 7:43.  ‘signs and 
wonders’ appears in Deuteronomy 4:34, 13:2(1), 26:8, 34:11; Jeremiah 32 (39):21; Baruch 2:11, Matthew 
24:24; John 4:48, Acts 4:30,  5:12,  14:3, 15:12; Romans 15:19; 2 Corinthians 12:12; 2 Thessalonians 2:9; 
Hebrews 2:4. Of all these examples, none of these lexically reflect the Apology.
664  καὶ δουλωθέντας αὐτοὺς ἔθνει Αἰγυπτίῳ καὶ Φαραῷ τινι τυράννῳ σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι φρικτοῖς καὶ 
ἐξαισίοις ἐξήγαγεν ἐκεῖθεν διὰ Μωσέως καὶ Ἀαρών, ἀνδρῶν ἁγίων  καὶ χάριτι προφητείας δοξασθέντων· 
[...] Kαὶ ἀποτότε ἤρξατο σηµεῖα ποιεῖν µεγάλα καὶ θαυµαστά,  νεκροὺς ἀνιστῶν,  τυφλοὺς φωτίζων, 
δαίµονας ἀπελαύνων, κωφοὺς καὶ κυλλοὺς θεραπεύων, λεπροὺς καθαρίζων [...] ἔνθα δὴ καὶ τὰς 
διατριβὰς ἐποιεῖ – µανέντες, οἷσπερ τὰ προειρηµένα θαυµαστὰ σηµεῖα τε καὶ τέρατα πεποιήκει.
665  οἱ γὰρ ταῦτα κηρύξαντες ἐν µηδενὶ τῆς ἀληθείας διαµαρτόντες, ἀλλὰ σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι καὶ 
ποικίλαις δυνάµεσι τὰ λεχθέντα ἐµπεδωσάµενοι, αὐτοὶ καὶ περὶ τῶν µελλόντων εἰσηγήσαντο.
666  Καὶ οἱ µὲν θεῖοι κήρυκες τῆς τοῦ Χριστοῦ παρουσίας,  οἱ σοφοὶ τῆς οἰκουµένης ἁλιεῖς,  οἱ πάντας 
ἑλκύσαντες τοῦ βυθοῦ τῆς ἀπάτης, οὓς ὁ εὐτελὴς σύ, καὶ δοῦλος ὄντως τῆς ἁµαρτίας, ἐξευτελίζεις, 
ἔλαµψαν σηµείοις καὶ τέρασι καὶ ποικίλαις δυνάµεσιν  ὡς ἥλιος ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ, τυφλοῖς τὸ φῶς 
δωρούµενοι, κωφοῖς τὸ ἀκούειν, χωλοῖς τὸ περιπατεῖν, νεκροῖς τὸ ζῆν χαριζόµενοι. 
Apology according to B&I Chapter 27 Bible
Ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνώµονες καὶ αὐτοὶ φανέντες καὶ 
ἀχάριστοι πολλάκις ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς τῶν 
ἐθνῶν σεβάσµασι, καὶ τοὺς ἀπεσταλµένους 
πρὸς αὐτοὺς προφήτας καὶ δικαίους 
ἀπέκτειναν. (14.2)
Εἶπε δὲ Ιακωβ τῷ οἴκῳ αὐτοῦ, καὶ πᾶσι 
τοῖς µετ’ αὐτοῦ, ἄρατε τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς 
ἀλλοτρίους τοὺς µεθ’ ὑµῶν ἐκ µέσου ὑµῶν, 
καὶ καθαρίσθητε, καὶ ἀλλάξατε τὰς στολὰς 
ὑµῶν. (Genesis 35:2)
                             καὶ τοὺς ἀπεσταλµένους 
πρὸς αὐτοὺς προφήτας καὶ δικαίους 
ἀπέκτειναν. (14.2)
καὶ τοὺς ἀπεσταλµένους πρὸς αὐτοὺς 
προφήτας καὶ δικαίους ἀπέκτειναν. (14.2)
Καὶ εἶπεν ᾿Ηλιού, ζηλῶν ἐζήλωκα τῷ 
Κυρίῳ παντοκράτορι, ὅτι ἐγκατέλιπόν σε οἱ 
υἱοὶ ᾿Ισραήλ· τὰ θυσιαστήριά σου 
κατέσκαψαν, καὶ τοὺς προφήτας σου 
ἀπέκτειναν ἐν ροµφαίᾳ, καὶ ὑπολέλειµµαι 
ἐγὼ µονώτατος, καὶ ζητοῦσι τὴν ψυχήν µου 
λαβεῖν αὐτήν. (1 Kings 19:10)
ὑµεῖς γὰρ µιµηταὶ ἐγενήθητε, ἀδελφοί, τῶν 
ἐκκλησιῶν τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν οὐσῶν ἐν τῇ 
Ἰουδαίᾳ ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, ὅτι τὰ αὐτὰ 
ἐπάθετε καὶ ὑµεῖς ὑπὸ τῶν ἰδίων 
συµφυλετῶν καθὼς καὶ αὐτοὶ ὑπὸ τῶν 
Ἰουδαίων, τῶν καὶ τὸν κύριον 
ἀποκτεινάντων Ἰησοῦν καὶ τοὺς προφήτας, 
καὶ ἡµᾶς ἐκδιωξάντων, καὶ θεῷ µὴ 
ἀρεσκόντων, καὶ πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις 
ἐναντίων. (1 Thessalonians 2:14-5)
Οἰ δὲ Χριστιανοὶ γενεαλογοῦνται ὰπὸ τοῦ 
Κυρίου Ἰησου Χριστοῦ. Οὗτος δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ 
θεοῦ ὑψίστου ὡµολόγηται ὲν πνεύµατι 
ἁγίῳ ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς διὰ τὴν 
σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων. (15.1)
καὶ κράξας φωνῇ µεγάλῃ λέγει, Τί ἐµοὶ καὶ 
σοί, Ἰησοῦ                                    υἱὲ τοῦ 
θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου; ὁρκίζω σε τὸν θεόν, µή 
µε βασανίσῃς. (Mark 5:7)
Οὗτος δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ὑψίστου 
ὡµολόγηται ὲν πνεύµατι ἁγίῳ ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ 
καταβὰς διὰ τὴν σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων. 
(15.1)
ὁ γὰρ ἄρτος τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστιν ὁ καταβαίνων   
                                         ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 
καὶ ζωὴν διδοὺς τῷ κόσµῳ. (John 6:33)
The Deuteronomy passage is about a prophet who tells the people about  a sign or a 
wonder; the Apology is about God making his power known through signs and wonders. 
The context of the Genesis passage is Jacob telling his household to be rid of the foreign 
gods and to purify  themselves; the Apology is simply stating that the Jews served the 
idols of the nations and put to death the prophets, an expression that does not appear in 
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the other versions of the Apology.667  The 1 Kings passage is closer than the other 
passages; however, the author of 1 Kings says that the Israelites (not Jews, as the 
Apology calls them) rejected the covenant and put the prophets to death by the sword, a 
topic that is picked up again by Paul in 1 Thessalonians 2:14-5 and placed in reation to 
Jesus; yet, the Greek Apology of the B&I states that ‘the Jews’ killed the prophets and 
the righteous. This passage does not appear in the other versions of the Apology either, 
nor does the notion appear in B&I elsewhere, suggesting that this phrase has not been 
added by the redactor of B&I, but has entered already the Vorlage of the B&I. The 
passage from Mark is spoken by the Devil; that in the Apology is clearly  not. Further, 
the language is different. Finally, the passage from John has Jesus saying that the bread 
of God (Jesus) comes down from heaven and gives life to the world; the Apology states 
that the son of God (Jesus) is most high and came down for the salvation of humanity.668 
Further, a different preposition is chosen for ‘from’ heaven. Although the meaning is the 
same, this demonstrates that the Apology author is not relying on the Bible as a 
reference source, albeit that  he does draw upon biblical terms and ideas which he inserts 
into the Apology.
 Nevertheless, B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre have indicated that there are 
parallels between biblical passages and the Apology:669
Apology according to B&I Chapter 27 Bible
καὶ τέρασι πολλοῖς καὶ σηµείοις ἐγνώρισεν 
αὐτοῖς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ δύναµιν. (14.2)
ἐλυτρώσω ἐν τῷ βραχίονί σου τὸν λαόν 
σου, τοὺς υἱοὺς ᾿Ιακὼβ καὶ ᾿Ιωσήφ· (Psalm 
77:15)
Ἀλλ᾽ ἀγνώµονες καὶ αὐτοὶ φανέντες καὶ 
ἀχάριστοι πολλάκις 
ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς       τῶν ἐθνῶν σεβάσµασι, 
καὶ τοὺς ἀπεσταλµένους πρὸς αὐτοὺς 
προφήτας καὶ δικαίους ἀπέκτειναν. (14.2)
Μή τίς ἐστιν ἐν ὑµῖν ἀνὴρ, ἢ γυνὴ, ἢ 
πατριὰ, ἢ φυλή, τίνος ἡ διάνοια ἐξέκλινεν 
ἀπὸ Κυρίου τοῦ Θεοῦ ὑµῶν, πορεύεσθαι 
λατρεύειν τοῖς θεοῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν ἐκείνων· 
µὴ τίς ἐστιν ἐν ὑµῖν ρίζα ἄνω φύουσα ἐν 
χολῇ καὶ πικρίᾳ· (Deuteronomy 29:17)
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667  There have been a number of discussions on the use of the idols and foreign god in the Apology and 
B&I. Although there are some similarities between the Apology and B&I (which shall not be reiterated 
here),  nowhere in B&I does the redactor use the phrase ‘idols of the nations’, suggesting the redactor of 
B&I has not inserted this idea into the Apology.
668  If we look to the Christian text comparison (in appendix 3), we can see that only chapter 2 of the 
Armenian and chapter 15 of the Greek B&I contains the ‘Holy Spirit’; the Syriac however does not once 
mention the Holy Spirit.  This may suggest the Armenian and Greek have gone through a post-fourth 
century redaction to include the reference to the Holy Spirit.
669 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 284.
We have partly  already dealt with these examples. Especially  in the first example, the 
difference between the ‘parallels’ is astounding. The second comparison may have some 
higher degree of similarity. However, the Deuteronomy passage is more similar to the 
content of chapter 31 of B&I, and therefore much more similar to the Epistlulam ad 
Diognetum than to the Apology as given in chapter 27. Although the idea of 
worshipping foreign gods is present in both texts, there is no additional material to 
compare. The lack of similarity in ideas cannot support any speculation that the Apology 
author refers to this biblical passage. 
 Here follow two more passages, pointed out by Pouderon and Pierre:670
Apology according to B&I Chapter 27 Bible
διὰ τὴν σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ ἐκ 
παρθένου ἁγίας γεννηθεὶς ἀσπόρως τε καὶ 
ἀφθόρως σάρκα ἀνέλαβε καὶ ἀνεφάνη 
ἀνθρώποις. (15.1)
Καὶ ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο καὶ ἐσκήνωσεν 
ἐν ἡµῖν, καὶ ἐθεασάµεθα τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ, 
δόξαν ὡς µονογενοῦς παρὰ πατρός, πλήρης 
χάριτος καὶ ἀληθείας. (John 1:14)
οἳ µετὰ τὴν ἐν οὐρανοῖς ἄνοδον αὐτοῦ 
ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὰς ἐπαρχίας τῆς οἰκουµένης 
καὶ ἐδίδαξαν τὴν ἐκείνου µεγαλωσύνην· 
(15.2)
πορευθέντες οὖν µαθητεύσατε πάντα τὰ 
ἔθνη, βαπτίζοντες αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ ὄνοµα τοῦ 
πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου 
πνεύµατος. (Matthew 28:19)
For instance, the context of the first  comparison concerns Jesus becoming flesh. The 
content of the biblical passage includes two important terms which the Apology does not 
use: λόγος and πατρός. We have seen how neither appear in any version of the Apology. 
Why, therefore, do the editors of the critical edition suggest that the Apology 15.1 is 
referencing John? Likewise, although in the second comparison there is a similar 
context, the disciples going out into the world, the Matthew passage is rather different 
from the Apology in two ways, it uses the term πατρός and gives a reference to 
‘baptism’.671
 This evidence leads to two conclusions. First of all, the Apology does not  copy 
or refer to the Bible as a source. Although there are some terms and expressions that 
remind of Old and New Testament traditions, the context is different. It is not clear why 
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670 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 287.
671 The use of baptism in B&I and the Apology will be discussed in the proceeding section.
the Apology makes so little use of the Scriptures, perhaps that the intended audience of 
the Apology that has a bearing, or a rather remote acquaintance of the author with 
Scriptures, whereas the text seems closer to the Old Testament than to the writings of 
the New Testament. Yet, the author does know some biblical expressions. Second, this 
makes one understand why  some scholars have thought the author of the Apology may 
have been a Jew,672 because in that case he would have been aware of the Old Testament 
and its contents. However, the church fathers were always using the Old Testament so it 
is questionable whether a Jew did write the Apology. If a Jew did write the Apology, one 
has to contextualise the clear anti-sacrificial and anti-ritualistic stance, apparent in the 
end of chapter 1 of the Apology where it is stated that God ‘requires no sacrifice and 
libation nor any  one of the things that appear to sense’ (see also chapter 14 of the 
Apology, likewise Hebrews). This statement does certainly not derive from Temple-
orientated Judaism; it could be argued the rest of the Apology was written by  an 
Hellenised Jew, however, little additional evidence supports this idea that  the author was 
Jewish. And there is the more fundamental fact that the Apology makes a clear 
distinction between races and differentiates between ‘Jews’ and ‘Christians’. Although, 
the ‘ Jews’ a re p laced c loser to the ‘Chr i s t ians’ compared to the 
‘Chaldeans’/‘Barbarians’ or ‘Greeks’, they are nevertheless regarded as a race different 
from that of the ‘Christians’. Therefore the author would not have categorised himself 
as a member of the race of the Jews. 
  To answer this, future studies may give more insights, once further layers of the 
Apology are stripped down. What we can conclude is that the Apology as it is given in 
all extant versions have not inserted clear biblical references. To highlight the 
differences between the Apology and B&I in their use of the Bible, I will show how the 
Old and New Testaments are used by the redactor of B&I. Working slowly  through the 
Old Testament and the New Testament it is possible to see the extent to which the 
redactor of B&I copies entire sections from the Bible and inserts them into the novel, 
while also invoking a number of biblical ideas. The redactor of B&I uses the Bible 
throughout the novel, except for chapter 27: the chapter of the Apology. Let us first look 
at how the Torah is used in B&I.
 B&I quotes four of the ten commandments: 
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672 M. Alexandre, ‘Apologétique’ (1998): 1-40; R.  van den Broek, ‘Eugnostos and Aristides’  (1988): 203; 
K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen sum geschichtlichen Ort’ (1986): 178-82; G. C. O’Ceallaigh, ‘”Marcianus” 
Aristides’ (1958): 227; J. Kaspar, ‘Aristides’ (1913): 19.
B&I Chapter 11 Exodus 20:13-6 Deuteronomy 5:17-20
Ὁ µὲν γὰρ τοῦ Μωσέως 
νόµος, ὁ πάλαι δοθεὶς τοῖς 
Ἰσραηλίταις, Οὐ φονεύσεις, 
λέγει, οὐ µοιχεύσεις, οὐ 
κλέψεις, οὐ 
ψευδοµαρτυρήσεις·
              οὐ µοιχεύσεις. οὐ 
κλέψεις. οὐ φονεύσεις.  οὐ 
ψευδοµαρτυρήσεις κατὰ τοῦ 
πλησίον σου µαρτυρίαν 
ψευδῆ.
                    οὐ φονεύσεις. 
           οὐ µοιχεύσεις. οὐ 
κλέψεις.  οὐ 
ψευδοµαρτυρήσεις κατὰ τοῦ 
πλησίον σου µαρτυρίαν 
ψευδῆ.
Here B&I is not only  borrowing this passage from the Torah (more clearly from 
Deuteronomy rather than from Exodus), he is also introducing the quote with an explicit 
reference introduction pointing to the Law of Moses, given to the Israelites. 
Additionally, B&I has left out κατὰ τοῦ πλησίον σου µαρτυρίαν ψευδῆ.673  
 The redactor of B&I is also well versed in the contents of the history books of 
the Old Testament: comparing Ioasaph to David, and Abenner to Saul:674  ‘And the 
house of Ioasaph grew and waxed strong, but the house of Abenner waned and grew 
weak, even as the Book of the Kings declareth concerning David and Saul.’675  This 
passage is referring to 2 Samuel 3:1: ‘There was a long war between the house of Saul 
and the house of David; David grew stronger and stronger, while the house of Saul 
became weaker and weaker.’676  The redactor is also familiar with the poetic books of 
the Old Testament, which he uses throughout B&I: ‘Thereupon I perceived and looked, 
and behold!  All things present are vanity  and vexation of the spirit, as somewhere in his 
writings saith Solomon the wise.’677 This is from the writings of Solomon: Ecclesiastes 
1:14: ‘I saw all the deeds that are done under the sun; and see, all is vanity and a 
chasing after wind.’678  Sections of the Greek B&I echo Ecclesiastes word for word: 
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673 We must reiterate here that the Old Testament phrase ‘signs and wonders’ appears throughout B&I.
674 See B&I 33.
675 καὶ ὁ µὲν οἶκος τοῦ Ἰωάσαφ ηὔξανε καὶ ἐκραταιοῦτο,  ὁ δὲ οἶκος τοῦ Ἀβεννὴρ ἠλαττοῦτο καὶ ἠσθένει, 
καθάπερ δὴ περὶ τοῦ Δαυῒδ καὶ τοῦ Σαοὺλ ἡ τῶν Βασιλειῶν διαγορεύει βίβλος. (B&I 33)
676  Καὶ ἐγένετο ὁ πόλεµος ἐπὶ πολὺ ἀνὰµέσον  τοῦ οἴκου Σαουλ καὶ ἀνάµεσον τοῦ οἴκου Δαυιδ· καὶ ὁ 
οἶκος Δαυιδ ἐπορεύετο καὶ ἐκραταιοῦτο, καὶ ὁ οἶκος Σαουλ ἐπορεύετο καὶ ἠσθένει.
677  Τότε δὴ τότε κατενόησα καὶ εἶδον, καὶ ἰδοὺ πάντα τὰ παρόντα µαταιότης καὶ προαίρεσις πνεύµατος, 
καθά που καὶ Σολοµῶν ὁ σοφώτατος ἐν τοῖς αὐτοῦ ἔφη συγγράµµασι (B&I 2).
678  Εἶδον σύµπαντα τὰ ποιήµατα τὰ πεποιηµένα ὑπὸ τὸν  ἥλιον· καὶ ἰδοὺ τὰ πάντα µαταιότης καὶ 
προαίρεσις πνεύµατος.
πάντα τὰ παρόντα µαταιότης καὶ προαίρεσις πνεύµατος, with the exception that the two 
texts use different word forms (ἰδού)/see (εἶδον). However, in chapter 25 of B&I the 
redactor writes: ‘There is a time to love, and a time to hate; a time to wait, and a time of 
peace.’679  This verse from Ecclesiastes 3:8680  has been copied word for word by the 
redactor of B&I and inserted into the novel.
 On a number of occasions B&I invokes ideas from the Psalms, in particular 
when Ioasaph is praying to God. One such occasion (chosen at random) is from chapter 
25: the king continues to seek to bring Ioasaph back to idol worship, so Ioasaph prays 
for strength and comfort: ‘“Have mercy of me, Lord God, have mercy of me; for my 
soul trusteth in thee; and under the shadow of thy  wings I shall hope till wickedness 
overpass. I shall cry to the highest God; to God that  did well to me,” and the rest of the 
Psalm.’681  The only difference between this, and the Psalm he is quoting,682  is that the 
B&I redactor adds ‘Lord’. 
 Interestingly, the redactor of B&I often prefers to quote the New Testament 
rather than the Old Testament. For example, chapter 8 reads: ‘What no eye has seen, nor 
ear heard, nor the human heart conceived, what God has prepared for those who love 
him.’683  This is 1 Corinthians 2:9;684  Paul, however, was quoting Isaiah 64:3.685  It 
shows that  the redactor has specifically  chosen 1 Corinthians over Isaiah as he was 
more familiar with the former text. 
 Chapter 6 of B&I contains the parable of the sower. This parable appears in all 
three synoptic Gospels, although the three versions are quite different in their wording. 
Which version of the parable does the redactor of B&I use?
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679 Καιρός, φάσκονος, τοῦ φιλῆσαι καὶ καιρὸς τοῦ µισῆσαι, καιρὸς πολέµου καὶ καιρὸς εἰρήνης.
680 Καιρὸς τοῦ φιλῆσαι καὶ καιρὸς τοῦ µισῆσαι, καιρὸς πολέµου καὶ καιρὸς εἰρήνης.
681  Ἐλέησόν µε, Κύριε,  εἶπεν, ὁ θεός, ἐλέησόν µε, ὅτι ἐπὶ σοὶ πέποιθεν ἡ ψυχή µου καὶ ἐν  τῇ σκιᾷ τῶν 
πτερύγων σου ἐλπιῶ ἕως οὗ παρέλθῃ ἡ ἀνοµία. Κεκράξοµαι πρὸς τὸν  θεὸν τὸν ὕψιστον, τὸν θεὸν τὸν 
εὐεργετήσαντά µε, καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς τοῦ ψαλµοῦ. 
682  Ἐλέησόν  µε ὁ Θεός, ἐλέησόν  µε,  ὅτι ἐπὶ σοὶ πέποιθεν ἡ ψυχή µου, καὶ ἐν  τῇ σκιᾷ τῶν πτερύγων σου 
ἐλπιῶ, ἕως οὗ παρέλθῃ ἡ ἀνοµία. Κεκράξοµαι πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν τὸν ὕψιστον, τὸν  Θεὸν  τὸν εὐεργετήσαντά 
µε· (57:1-2).
683 Ἅ ὀφθαλµὸς οὐκ εἶδε,  καὶ οὖς οὐκ ἤκουσε καὶ ἐπὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἀνέβη, ἃ ἡτοίµασεν  ὁ θεὸς 
τοῖς ἀγαπῶσιν αὐτόν. 
684  ἀλλὰ καθὼς γέγραπται, Ἃ ὀφθαλµὸς οὐκ εἶδεν καὶ οὖς οὐκ ἤκουσεν  καὶ ἐπὶ καρδίαν  ἀνθρώπου οὐκ 
ἀνέβη, ἃ ἡτοίµασεν ὁ θεὸς τοῖς ἀγαπῶσιν αὐτόν. 
685  Ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰῶνος οὐκ ἠκούσαµεν, οὐδὲ οἱ ὀφθαλµοὶ ἡµῶν εἶδον Θεὸν πλὴν σοῦ, καὶ τὰ ἔργα σου,  ἃ 
ποιήσεις τοῖς ὑποµένουσιν ἔλεον.
B&I Chapter 6 Matthew 13:1-9 Mark 4:1-9 Luke 8:4-8
Φησὶ γὰρ ὁ ἐµὸς 
δεσπότης· 
          Ἐξῆλθεν ὁ 
σπείρων τοῦ 
σπεῖραι· 
               καὶ                
ἐν τῷ σπείρειν αὐτόν, 
ἃ µὲν ἔπεσε παρὰ 
τὴν ὁδόν, καὶ 
ἦλθε                τὰ 
πετεινὰ 
καὶ κατέφαγεν αὐτά. 
Ἄλλα δὲ ἔπεσε 
παρὰ τὰ πετρώδη, 
ὅπου οὐκ εἶχε γῆν 
πολλήν, καὶ εὐθέως 
ἐβλάστησε, διὰ τὸ µὴ 
ἔχειν βάθος γῆς· 
ἡλίου δὲ 
ἀνατείλαντος 
ἐκαυµατίσθη, καί διὰ 
τὸ µὴ ἔχειν ῥίζαν
ἐξηράνθη. Ἄλλα δὲ     
ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ 
              τὰς ἀκάνθας, 
καὶ ἀνέβησαν αἱ 
ἄκανθαι καὶ 
ἀπέπνιξαν αὐτά. 
Ἐν τῇ ἡµέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ 
ἐξελθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
τῆς οἰκίας ἐκάθητο 
παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν· 
καὶ συνήχθησαν πρὸς 
αὐτὸν ὄχλοι πολλοί, 
            ὥστε αὐτὸν 
εἰς πλοῖον ἐµβάντα 
καθῆσθαι,   
                   καὶ πᾶς ὁ 
ὄχλος 
                     ἐπὶ τὸν 
αἰγιαλὸν εἱστήκει. 
καὶ ἐλάλησεν αὐτοῖς 
πολλὰ ἐν παραβολαῖς 
                 λέγων, 
Ἰδοὺ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ 
σπείρων τοῦ 
σπείρειν. 
              καὶ               
ἐν τῷ σπείρειν αὐτὸν 
ἃ µὲν ἔπεσεν παρὰ 
τὴν ὁδόν, καὶ 
ἐλθόντα           τὰ 
πετεινὰ 
      κατέφαγεν αὐτά. 
ἄλλα δὲ ἔπεσεν
ἐπὶ τὰ πετρώδη 
ὅπου οὐκ εἶχεν γῆν 
πολλήν, καὶ εὐθέως 
ἐξανέτειλεν διὰ τὸ µὴ 
ἔχειν βάθος 
γῆς. ἡλίου δὲ 
ἀνατείλαντος 
ἐκαυµατίσθη καὶ διὰ 
τὸ µὴ ἔχειν ῥίζαν 
ἐξηράνθη. ἄλλα δὲ      
ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ 
             τὰς ἀκάνθας, 
καὶ ἀνέβησαν αἱ 
ἄκανθαι καὶ 
    ἔπνιξαν αὐτά. 
         Καὶ πάλιν 
ἤρξατο διδάσκειν 
παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν. 
καὶ συνάγεται πρὸς 
αὐτὸν ὄχλος 
πλεῖστος, ὥστε αὐτὸν 
εἰς πλοῖον ἐµβάντα 
καθῆσθαι ἐν τῇ 
θαλάσσῃ, καὶ πᾶς ὁ 
ὄχλος πρὸς τὴν 
θάλασσαν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
ἦσαν. καὶ ἐδίδασκεν 
αὐτοὺς ἐν  
          παραβολαῖς 
πολλά, καὶ ἔλεγεν 
αὐτοῖς ἐν τῇ διδαχῇ 
αὐτοῦ, 
Ἀκούετε. 
ἰδοὺ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ 
σπείρων 
σπεῖραι. 
               καὶ ἐγένετο 
ἐν τῷ σπείρειν           
ὃ µὲν ἔπεσεν παρὰ 
τὴν ὁδόν, καὶ 
ἦλθεν               τὰ 
πετεινὰ 
καὶ κατέφαγεν αὐτό. 
καὶ ἄλλο ἔπεσεν 
ἐπὶ τὸ πετρῶδες 
ὅπου οὐκ εἶχεν γῆν 
πολλήν, καὶ εὐθὺς 
ἐξανέτειλεν διὰ τὸ µὴ 
ἔχειν βάθος γῆς· καὶ 
ὅτε ἀνέτειλεν ὁ ἥλιος 
ἐκαυµατίσθη, καὶ διὰ 
τὸ µὴ ἔχειν ῥίζαν      
ἐξηράνθη. καὶ ἄλλο 
ἔπεσεν εἰς 
           τὰς ἀκάνθας, 
καὶ ἀνέβησαν αἱ 
ἄκανθαι καὶ 
συνέπνιξαν αὐτό, καὶ 
καρπὸν οὐκ ἔδωκεν. 
     Συνιόντος    
        δὲ ὄχλου πολλοῦ 
καὶ τῶν κατὰ πόλιν 
ἐπιπορευοµένων 
πρὸς αὐτὸν 
εἶπεν διὰ παραβολῆς, 
        
  
       Ἐξῆλθεν ὁ 
σπείρων τοῦ 
σπεῖραι τὸν σπόρον 
αὐτοῦ. καὶ 
ἐν τῷ σπείρειν αὐτὸν 
ὃ µὲν ἔπεσεν παρὰ 
τὴν ὁδόν, καὶ 
κατεπατήθη καὶ τὰ 
πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ   
        κατέφαγεν αὐτό. 
καὶ ἕτερον κατέπεσεν  
ἐπὶ τὴν πέτραν, 
             καὶ φυὲν 
ἐξηράνθη διὰ τὸ µὴ 
ἔχειν ἰκµάδα.   
            καὶ ἕτερον 






B&I Chapter 6 Matthew 13:1-9 Mark 4:1-9 Luke 8:4-8
         Ἄλλα δὲ ἔπεσεν 
ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν τὴν 
καλήν καὶ ἐδίδου 
καρπὸν 
ἑκατοστεύοντα.
         ἄλλα δὲ ἔπεσεν 
ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν τὴν 
καλὴν καὶ ἐδίδου 
καρπόν, 
ὃ µὲν ἑκατόν, ὃ δὲ 
ἑξήκοντα, ὃ δὲ 
τριάκοντα.
ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκουέτω.
καὶ ἄλλα ἔπεσεν εἰς 
          τὴν γῆν τὴν 
καλήν, καὶ ἐδίδου 
καρπὸν ἀναβαίνοντα 
καὶ αὐξανόµενα, 
       καὶ ἔφερεν ἓν 
τριάκοντα καὶ ἓν 
ἑξήκοντα καὶ ἓν 
ἑκατόν. καὶ ἔλεγεν,     
Ὃς ἔχει ὦτα ἀκούειν 
ἀκουέτω. 
καὶ ἕτερον ἔπεσεν εἰς 
           τὴν γῆν τὴν 




Ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκούειν 
ἀκουέτω. 
B&I chapter 6 is relying mainly on Matthew; however, it also relies, in part, on Luke. 
Throughout the novel the redactor of B&I prefers Matthew686 to the other synoptics and 
the fourth Gospel. Selecting a few passages at random we can see that  the redactor 
refers to the pearl of great price in chapter 38,687 and to the great commission in chapter 
11 of B&I: ‘“Go make disciples of all nations, baptising them in the name of the Father 
and the Son and of the Holy Ghost,” he did not stop there, but added, “teaching them to 
observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you.”’688 This is from the last chapter 
of Matthew: ‘Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptising them in the name 
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy  Spirit, and teaching them to obey 
everything that I have commanded you. And remember, I am with you always, to the 
end of the age.’689 
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686  Reading the critical edition of B&I, as provided by R. Volk, it becomes evident how this is the 
redactor’s preferred Gospel to quote from.
687  καί, ὡς ἐχέφρων ἔµπορος καὶ σοφός πάντα πωλήσας τὸν ἀτίµητον ἐξωνήσω µαργαρίτην, καὶ τῷ 
ἀσύλῳ ἐντυχὼν θησαυρῷ κεκρυµµένῳ ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ τῶν ἐντολῶν τοῦ κυρίου πάντα δέδωκας µηδενὸς 
φεισάµενος τῶν ὅσον οὔπω παρερχοµένων, ἵνα τὸν  ἀγρὸν ἐκεῖνον ἀγοράσῃς ἑαυτῷ. This has been taken 
from Matthew 13:44-6: Ὁµοία ἐστὶν ἡ βασιλεία τῶν  οὐρανῶν  θησαυρῷ κεκρυµµένῳ ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ, ὃν 
εὑρὼν  ἄνθρωπος ἔκρυψεν, καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς χαρᾶς αὐτοῦ ὑπάγει καὶ πωλεῖ πάντα ὅσα ἔχει καὶ ἀγοράζει τὸν 
ἀγρὸν  ἐκεῖνον.  Πάλιν ὁµοία ἐστὶν ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν ἀνθρώπῳ ἐµπόρῳ ζητοῦντι καλοὺς 
µαργαρίτας· εὑρὼν  δὲ ἕνα πολύτιµον µαργαρίτην  ἀπελθὼν πέπρακεν πάντα ὅσα εἶχεν καὶ ἠγόρασεν 
αὐτόν.  Here, unlike the parable of the sower,  the redactor of B&I only evokes the Matthew passage and 
does not draw an etymological similarity with Matthew.
688 Εἰπὼν γὰρ πρὸς τοὺς ἀποστόλους Πορευθέντες µαθητεύσατε πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, βαπτίζοντες αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ 
ὄνοµα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος,  οὐ µέχρι τούτου ἔστη,  ἀλλὰ προσέθετο· 
διδάσκοντες αὐτοὺς τηρεῖν πάντα ὅσα ἐνετειλάµην ὑµῖν.
689  πορευθέντες οὖν µαθητεύσατε πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, βαπτίζοντες αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ ὄνοµα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ 
υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύµατος, διδάσκοντες αὐτοὺς τηρεῖν  πάντα ὅσα ἐνετειλάµην ὑµῖν· καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ µεθ᾿ 
ὑµῶν εἰµι πάσας τὰς ἡµέρας ἕως τῆς συντελείας τοῦ αἰῶνος. (28:19-20)
 There are passages that reflect  the Gospel of Luke:690  Chapter 11 contains a 
section where Barlaam tells Ioasaph the parable of the prodigal son, followed by  the 
parable of the good shepherd (Luke 15). Let us look first  at the parable of the prodigal 
son:
B&I Chapter 11 Luke 15:11-23
Ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν παραβολῇ υἱόν τινα εἰσηγεῖται 
λαβόντα τὴν τοῦ πατρὸς 
οὐσίαν καὶ 
                          εἰς χώραν ἀποδηµήσαντα 
µακράν κἀκεῖ ἐν ἀσωτίᾳ πάντα 
καταναλώσαντα, 
                       εἶτα - λιµοῦ               κατὰ 
τὴν χώραν ἐκείνην γενοµένου - ἀπελθόντα 
                 καὶ                    κολληθέντα  ἑνὶ 
τῶν πονηρῶν πολιτῶν τῆς πολυαµαρτήτου 
χώρας ἐκείνης, ὃς καὶ ἔπεµψεν αὐτόν, 
φησίν, εἰς τοὺς ἀγροὺς αὐτοῦ βόσκειν 
χοίρους, τὴν τραχυτάτην καὶ βδελυρὰν 
οὕτω καλέσας ἁµαρτίαν. Πολλὰ οὖν 
µογήσας καὶ εἰς ἐσχάτην ἐληλακὼς 
ταλαιπωρίαν,
                              
ὡς µηδὲ τῆς βροµώδους τῶν χοίρων 
τροφῆς τὴν ἰδίαν ἰσχύειν ἐµπλῆσαι 
γαστέρα, εἰς συναίσθησιν ὀψέ ποτε 
              ἐλθὼν τῆς τοιαύτης αἰσχύνης, 
θρηνῶν ἑαυτὸν ἔλεγε· Πόσοι µίσθιοι τοῦ 
πατρός µου περισσεύονται ἄρτων, ἐγὼ δὲ 
λιµῷ ἀπόλλυµαι. Ἀναστὰς πορεύσοµαι 
πρὸς τὸν πατέρα µου καὶ ἐρῶ αὐτῷ· Πάτερ, 
ἥµαρτον εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ ἐνώπιόν σου, 
καὶ οὐκ εἰµὶ ἄξιος κληθῆναι υἱός σου· 
ποίησόν µε ὡς ἕνα τῶν µισθίων σου. Καὶ 
ἀναστὰς ἦλθε πρὸς τὸν πατέρα αὐτοῦ. Ὁ 
δέ, πόρρωθεν           ἰδὼν 
        αὐτὸν ἐσπλαγχνίσθη, καὶ προσδραµὼν 
ἐνηγκαλίσατο καὶ συµπαθῶς 
κατεφίλησε·
Εἶπεν δέ, Ἄνθρωπός τις εἶχεν δύο υἱούς. 
καὶ εἶπεν ὁ νεώτερος αὐτῶν τῷ πατρί, 
Πάτερ, δός µοι τὸ ἐπιβάλλον µέρος τῆς 
οὐσίας. ὁ δὲ διεῖλεν αὐτοῖς τὸν βίον. καὶ 
µετ᾿ οὐ πολλὰς ἡµέρας συναγαγὼν ἅπαντα 
ὁ νεώτερος υἱὸς ἀπεδήµησεν εἰς χώραν 
µακράν, καὶ ἐκεῖ διεσκόρπισεν τὴν οὐσίαν 
αὐτοῦ ζῶν ἀσώτως. δαπανήσαντος δὲ 
αὐτοῦ πάντα ἐγένετο λιµὸς ἰσχυρὰ κατὰ 
τὴν χώραν ἐκείνην, καὶ αὐτὸς ἤρξατο 
ὑστερεῖσθαι. καὶ πορευθεὶς ἐκολλήθη ἑνὶ 
τῶν                       πολιτῶν τῆς 
χώρας ἐκείνης,       καὶ ἔπεµψεν αὐτὸν          
           εἰς τοὺς ἀγροὺς αὐτοῦ βόσκειν 
χοίρους· 
                      καὶ ἐπεθύµει χορτασθῆναι ἐκ 
τῶν κερατίων ὧν ἤσθιον  
                                            οἱ χοῖροι, καὶ 
οὐδεὶς ἐδίδου αὐτῷ. 
              εἰς           
ἑαυτὸν δὲ ἐλθὼν ἔφη, 
                            Πόσοι µίσθιοι τοῦ πατρός 
µου περισσεύονται ἄρτων, ἐγὼ δὲ λιµῷ ὧδε 
ἀπόλλυµαι. ἀναστὰς πορεύσοµαι πρὸς τὸν 
πατέρα µου καὶ ἐρῶ αὐτῷ, Πάτερ, 
ἥµαρτον εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ ἐνώπιόν σου, 
οὐκέτι εἰµὶ ἄξιος κληθῆναι υἱός σου· 
ποίησόν µε ὡς ἕνα τῶν µισθίων σου. καὶ 
ἀναστὰς ἦλθεν πρὸς τὸν πατέρα ἑαυτοῦ. ἔτι 
δὲ αὐτοῦ µακρὰν ἀπέχοντος εἶδεν αὐτὸν ὁ 
πατὴρ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐσπλαγχνίσθη καὶ δραµὼν  
ἐπέπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸν τράχηλον αὐτοῦ καὶ 
κατεφίλησεν αὐτόν. εἶπεν δὲ ὁ υἱὸς αὐτῷ, 
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690 There are few passages where the redactor of B&I uses Mark. His preference, which becomes evident 
as one reads Volk’s critical edition is: Matthew, John, Luke, Mark.
B&I Chapter 11 Luke 15:11-23
καὶ τῆς προτέρας ἀξιώσας τιµῆς ἑορτὴν 
χαρµόσυνον ἐπὶ τῇ αὐτοῦ ἀνευρέσει 
ἐποιήσατο, 
         θύσας τὸν µόσχον τὸν σιτευτόν.
Πάτερ, ἥµαρτον εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ 
ἐνώπιόν σου, οὐκέτι εἰµὶ ἄξιος κληθῆναι 
υἱός σου. εἶπεν δὲ ὁ πατὴρ πρὸς τοὺς 
δούλους αὐτοῦ, Ταχὺ ἐξενέγκατε στολὴν 
τὴν πρώτην καὶ ἐνδύσατε αὐτόν, καὶ δότε 
δακτύλιον εἰς τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ὑποδήµατα εἰς τοὺς πόδας, καὶ 
φέρετε τὸν µόσχον τὸν σιτευτόν, θύσατε 
καὶ φαγόντες εὐφρανθῶµεν.
There are some parts of this parallel where it is evident the redactor of B&I has lifted 
entire phrases from the Gospel; however, he is also willing to rewrite the Gospel: either 
rephrasing into his own words or inserting alternative ideas. This is exactly what we 
saw in the parallel between chapters 7 and 31 of B&I and the Apology: the redactor is 
willing to paraphrase sections of an external source into his own words. Does he do the 
same with the parable of the good shepherd?
B&I Chapter 11 Luke 15:4-7
Ἀλλὰ καὶ ποιµένα τινα ἀγαθὸν αὖθις δηλοῖ 
ἑκατὸν ἐσχηκότα πρόβατα, καὶ τοῦ ἑνὸς 
ἀπολωλότος                           καταλιπὼν τὰ 
ἐνενήκοντα ἐννέα ἐπὶ ζήτησιν τοῦ 
ἁλωµένου ἐξελθεῖν,               ἕως εὑρὼν 
αὐτὸ καὶ τοῖς ὤµοις ἀναλαβὼν τοῖς 
ἀπλανέσι συγκατέµιξε,                            
συγκαλέσας τοὺς φίλους καὶ          γείτονας 
εἰς εὐωχίαν ἐν τῇ τούτου εὑρέσει. 
                           Οὕτω, φησὶν ὁ σωτήρ, 
                      χαρὰ ἔσται ἐν οὐρανῷ ἐπὶ ἑνὶ  
ἁµαρτωλῷ µετανοοῦντι ἢ ἐπὶ τοῖς 
ἐνενήκοντα ἐννέα δικαίοις, οἵτινες οὐ 
χρείαν ἔχουσι µετανοίας. 
Τίς ἄνθρωπος ἐξ ὑµῶν 
ἔχων ἑκατὸν πρόβατα καὶ 
       ἀπολέσας ἐξ αὐτῶν ἓν οὐ καταλείπει τὰ 
ἐνενήκοντα ἐννέα ἐν τῇ ἐρήµῳ καὶ 
πορεύεται ἐπὶ τὸ ἀπολωλὸς ἕως εὕρῃ 
αὐτό; καὶ εὑρὼν ἐπιτίθησιν ἐπὶ τοὺς ὤµους 
αὐτοῦ χαίρων, καὶ ἐλθὼν εἰς τὸν οἶκον 
συγκαλεῖ τοὺς φίλους καὶ τοὺς γείτονας 
λέγων αὐτοῖς, Συγχάρητέ µοι, ὅτι εὗρον τὸ 
πρόβατόν µου τὸ ἀπολωλός. λέγω ὑµῖν ὅτι 
οὕτως        χαρὰ ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ ἔσται ἐπὶ ἑνὶ 
ἁµαρτωλῷ µετανοοῦντι ἢ ἐπὶ ἐνενήκοντα 
ἐννέα δικαίοις οἵτινες οὐ χρείαν ἔχουσι 
µετανοίας. 
Again, it is possible to see how the redactor of B&I chooses to copy some parts of Luke, 
and to rewrite other parts of the synoptic Gospel. 
 Moving on to the use of the fourth Gospel, we find that the redactor of B&I 
quotes only  small sections. In chapter 11 we have the re-enactment of Christ asking 
whether Peter loves him:
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B&I Chapter 11 John 21:16
Μετὰ δὲ τὴν θείαν ἔγερσιν τρίτον 
προσειπὼν ὁ Χριστὸς τὸ >Πέτρε, φιλεῖς 
µε<, τὸ τρισσὸν τῆς ἀρνήσεως διωρθώσατο 
τοῦ ἀποστόλου ἀποκρινοµένου· Ναί, κύριε, 
σὺ οἶδας ὅτι φιλῶ σε. 
λέγει αὐτῷ πάλιν δεύτερον, 
                           Σίµων Ἰωάννου, ἀγαπᾷς 
µε; λέγει αὐτῷ, 
                                                    Ναί, κύριε, 
σὺ οἶδας ὅτι φιλῶ σε. λέγει αὐτῷ, Ποίµαινε 
τὰ πρόβατά µου. 
We can see that  Peter’s response is identical in both John and B&I; the question posed 
by Jesus is different, with John referring to Peter as ‘Simon John’ and using ἀγαπᾷς. 
The redactor of B&I, however, calls him ‘Peter’ and uses φιλεῖς. Interestingly, the 
response to the question posed by Jesus in the Gospel of John uses a different form of 
‘love’, but both John and B&I have Peter responding using φιλῶ. These differences may 
be caused as the fourth evangelist has made deliberate use of ἀγαπᾷς, because it has 
more connotations of faithfulness and devotedness, whereas the meaning of φιλέω is 
more to do with showing kindness or affection to another. This comparison provides yet 
more evidence of how well the redactor of B&I knows the contents of the Bible: he is 
able to place this quote from John in his novel, paraphrases the content of John, and 
places the short phrases into a similar context. Chapter 35 of B&I reads: ‘I am the vine, 
ye are the branches’,691  which is John 15:5.692  Again, although the redactor of B&I 
quotes John, it is nothing more than a short phrase.
 However, the situation with Paul’s epistles is quite different: the redactor of B&I 
quotes at length from these in the novel:
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691 Ἐγώ εἰµι ἡ ἄµπελος, ὑµεῖς τὰ κλήµατα.
692 ἐγώ εἰµι ἡ ἄµπελος, ὑµεῖς τὰ κλήµατα.
B&I Chapter 9 1 Corinthians 15:1, 3-4, 12-22, 53-55
Γνωρίζω ὑµῖν, ἀδελφοί, τὸ        εὐαγγέλιον 
ὃ εὐηγγελισάµην ὑµῖν· 
                                   παρέδωκα γὰρ ὑµῖν 
ἐν πρώτοις ὃ καὶ παρέλαβον, ὅτι Χριστὸς 
ἀπέθανεν ὑπὲρ τῶν ἁµαρτιῶν ἡµῶν κατὰ 
τὰς γραφὰς, καὶ ὅτι ἐτάφη καὶ ὅτι ἠγέρθη  
                             κατὰ τὰς γραφάς.        Εἰ 
δὲ Χριστὸς κηρύσσεται, ὅτι ἐκ νεκρῶν 
ἐγήγερται, πῶς λέγουσί           τινες ὅτι 
ἀνάστασις          οὐκ ἔστιν; Εἰ γὰρ 
          νεκροὶ οὐκ ἐγείρονται, οὐδὲ Χριστὸς 
ἐγήγερται· εἰ δὲ Χριστὸς οὐκ ἐγήγερται, 
                                 
                                     µαταία ἡ πίστις 
ἡµῶν, ἔτι ἐστὲ ἐν ταῖς ἀνοµίαις ὑµῶν. 
                                     
Εἰ ἐν τῇ ζωῇ ταύτῃ ἠλπικότες ἐσµὲν ἐν 
Χριστῷ µόνον, ἐλεεινότεροι πάντων 
ἀνθρώπων ἐσµέν. Νυνὶ δὲ Χριστὸς 
ἐγήγερται ἐκ νεκρῶν, ἀπαρχὴ τῶν 
κεκοιµηµένων ἐγενέντο. 
          Ἐπειδὴ γὰρ διʼ ἀνθρώπου ὁ θάνατος, 
καὶ διʼ ἀνθρώπου ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν· 
Ὥσπερ γὰρ ἐν τῷ Ἀδὰµ πάντες 
ἀποθνήσκουσιν, οὕτως καὶ ἐν τῷ Χριστῷ 
πάντες ζωοποιηθήσονται. Δεῖ γάρ, φησί, τὸ 
φθαρτὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσασθαι ἀφθαρσίαν καὶ 
τὸ θνητὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσασθαι ἀθανασίαν· 
ὅταν δὲ τὸ φθαρτὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται 
ἀφθαρσίαν καὶ τὸ θνητὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται   
ἀθανασίαν, τότε πληρωθήσεται ὁ λόγος ὁ 
γεγραµµένος· Κατεπόθη ὁ θάνατος εἰς 
νῖκος· ποῦ σου, θάνατε, τὸ κέντρον; ποῦ 
σου, ᾄδη, τὸ νῖκος;
Γνωρίζω δὲ ὑµῖν, ἀδελφοί, τὸ εὐαγγέλιον ὃ 
εὐηγγελισάµην ὑµῖν,        ὃ καὶ παρελάβετε, 
ἐν ᾧ καὶ ἑστήκατε, [...] παρέδωκα γὰρ ὑµῖν 
ἐν πρώτοις, ὃ καὶ παρέλαβον, ὅτι Χριστὸς 
ἀπέθανεν ὑπὲρ τῶν ἁµαρτιῶν ἡµῶν κατὰ 
τὰς γραφὰς, καὶ ὅτι ἐτάφη καὶ ὅτι ἐγήγέρθη  
τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ κατὰ τὰς γραφὰς. [...] Εἰ 
δὲ Χριστὸς κηρύσσεται ὅτι ἐκ νεκρῶν 
ἐγήγερται, πῶς λέγουσιν ἐν ὑµῖν τινες ὅτι 
ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν οὐκ ἔστιν; εἰ δὲ 
ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν οὐκ ἔστιν, οὐδὲ Χριστὸς 
ἐγήγερται· εἰ δὲ Χριστὸς οὐκ ἐγήγερται, 
κενὸν ἄρα [καὶ] τὸ κήρυγµα ἡµῶν, κενὴ 
καὶ ἡ πίστις ὑµῶν, εὑρισκόµεθα δὲ καὶ 
ψευδοµάρτυρες τοῦ θεοῦ, ὅτι 
ἐµαρτυρήσαµεν κατὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ὅτι ἤγειρεν 
τὸν Χριστόν, ὃν οὐκ ἤγειρεν εἴπερ ἄρα 
νεκροὶ οὐκ ἐγείρονται. εἰ γὰρ νεκροὶ οὐκ 
ἐγείρονται, οὐδὲ Χριστὸς ἐγήγερται: εἰ δὲ 
Χριστὸς οὐκ ἐγήγερται, µαταία ἡ πίστις 
ὑµῶν, ἔτι ἐστὲ ἐν ταῖς ἁµαρτίαις ὑµῶν. ἄρα 
καὶ οἱ κοιµηθέντες ἐν Χριστῷ ἀπώλοντο.  
εἰ ἐν τῇ ζωῇ ταύτῃ ἐν Χριστῷ ἠλπικότες 
ἐσµὲν µόνον, ἐλεεινότεροι πάντων 
ἀνθρώπων ἐσµέν. Νυνὶ δὲ Χριστὸς 
ἐγήγερται ἐκ νεκρῶν, ἀπαρχὴ τῶν 
κεκοιµηµένων. 
               ἐπειδὴ γὰρ δι᾽ ἀνθρώπου θάνατος, 
καὶ διʼ ἀνθρώπου ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν· 
ὥσπερ γὰρ ἐν τῷ Ἀδὰµ πάντες 
ἀποθνήσκουσιν, οὕτως καὶ ἐν τῷ Χριστῷ 
πάντες ζωοποιηθήσονται. [...] δεῖ γὰρ τὸ 
φθαρτὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσασθαι ἀφθαρσίαν καὶ 
τὸ θνητὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσασθαι ἀθανασίαν. 
ὅταν δὲ τὸ φθαρτὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται 
ἀφθαρσίαν καὶ τὸ θνητὸν τοῦτο ἐνδύσηται   
ἀθανασίαν, τότε γενήσεται ὁ λόγος 
ὁ γεγραµµένος· Κατεπόθη ὁ θάνατος εἰς 
νῖκος· ποῦ σου, θάνατε, τὸ νῖκος; ποῦ σου, 
θάνατε, τὸ κέντρον; 
This is another clear example of how the redactor of B&I uses the New Testament, often 
quoting large sections as well as interspersing these sections with ideas and terms from 
his own pen. It also shows the preference of the redactor to quote directly  from 1 
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Corinthians, rather than paraphrase parts of it (as we have seen he does in Luke and 
John). Let us look at the following (Pseudo-)Pauline epistle to see how this is treated:
B&I Chapter 2 Ephesians 6:12
καὶ ἀντιπαλαίων 
                 πρὸς τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ
ἐξουσίας, πρὸς τοὺς κοσµοκράτορας τοῦ 
σκότους τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου, πρὸς τὰ 
πνευµατικὰ τῆς πονηρίας, ὡς φησὶν ὁ 
µακάριος Παῦλος.
ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ἡµῖν ἡ πάλη πρὸς αἷµα καὶ 
σάρκα, ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὰς ἀρχάς, πρὸς τὰς 
ἐξουσίας, πρὸς τοὺς κοσµοκράτορας τοῦ 
σκότους                    τούτου, πρὸς τὰ 
πνευµατικὰ τῆς πονηρίας ἐν τοῖς 
ἐπουρανίοις.
For the majority of this passage, the redactor of B&I is copying Ephesians, although he 
is comfortable to change the passage slightly despite referring it explicitly to the 
‘blessed Paul’. What about the the pseudo-Pauline texts of Timothy? Ideas from 1 
Timothy recur throughout B&I, for example ‘signs and wonders’ (as previously 
discussed), and referring to Jesus as the ‘King of kings, Lord of lords’.693   This latter 
idea has been taken from 1 Timothy 6:15,694 and appears throughout B&I.695
 The letter to the Hebrews is used, and from a randomly chosen passage we can 
see how in chapter 36 the redactor of B&I copies a verse from Hebrews: ‘“Follow peace 
with all men, and holiness, without which no man shall see the Lord.”’696 
 Finally, let us look at how the redactor uses the first  epistle of John. In chapter 2 
of B&I, he stitches together two different chapters of 1 John:
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693 ὁ Βασιλεὺς τῶν βασιλευόντων καὶ Κύριος τῶν κυριευόντων.
694  ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν βασιλευόντων καὶ κύριος τῶν  κυριευόντων,  ‘King of kings’ originates from 2 
Maccabees 13:4 and 3 Maccabees 5:35; these forms are different to B&I and the New Testament.
695 In B&I 7, 24, 25.
696  Εἰρήνην διώκετε µετὰ πάντων  καὶ τὸν  ἁγιασµόν, οὗ χωρὶς οὐδεὶς ὄψεται τὸν κύριον. This is from 
Hebrews 12:14: Εἰρήνην διώκετε µετὰ πάντων, καὶ τὸν ἁγιασµόν, οὗ χωρὶς οὐδεὶς ὄψεται τὸν κύριον.  
B&I Chapter 2 1 John 5:19 1 John 2:15-7
               Ὁ κόσµος ὅλος ἐν 
τῷ πονηρῷ κεῖται· καί, µὴ 
ἀγαπᾶτε τὸν κόσµον, µηδὲ 
τὰ ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ, 
                            ὅτι πᾶν τὸ 
ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ, ἡ ἐπιθυµία τῆς 
σαρκὸς καὶ ἡ ἐπιθυµία τῶν 
ὀφθαλµῶν καὶ ἡ ἀλαζονία 
τοῦ βίου, 
                    καί,ὁ κόσµος 
παράγεται καὶ ἡ ἐπιθυµία 
αὐτοῦ· ὁ δὲ ποιῶν τὸ θέληµα 
τοῦ θεοῦ µένει εἰς τὸν 
αἰῶνα. 
οἴδαµεν ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ 
ἐσµεν, καὶ ὁ κόσµος ὅλος ἐν 
τῷ πονηρῷ κεῖται.                                      Μὴ 
ἀγαπᾶτε τὸν κόσµον µηδὲ τὰ 
ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ. ἐάν τις ἀγαπᾷ 
τὸν κόσµον, οὐκ ἔστιν ἡ 
ἀγάπη τοῦ πατρὸς ἐν 
αὐτῷ· ὅτι πᾶν τὸ ἐν τῷ 
κόσµῳ, ἡ ἐπιθυµία τῆς 
σαρκὸς καὶ ἡ ἐπιθυµία τῶν 
ὀφθαλµῶν καὶ ἡ ἀλαζονεία  
τοῦ βίου, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκ τοῦ 
πατρὸς ἀλλὰ ἐκ τοῦ κόσµου 
ἐστίν. καὶ ὁ κόσµος 
παράγεται καὶ ἡ ἐπιθυµία 
αὐτοῦ, ὁ δὲ ποιῶν τὸ θέληµα 
τοῦ  θεοῦ µένει εἰς τὸν 
αἰῶνα.
Again, it is possible to see how the redactor of B&I is selective in his use of parts of the 
New Testament.697  In this comparison, he has missed out: ‘the love of the Father is not 
in those who love the world’ and ‘comes not from the Father but from the world’. Even 
though the redactor uses ‘Father’ throughout his text, he chooses here to exclude it. 
 Thus the evidence demonstrates the number of different ways in which the 
redactor of B&I uses the Bible as a source: he sometimes quotes large sections of text, 
sometimes paraphrases, and quotes short phrases; or, as the Apology does, he borrows 
ideas and short phrases (such as ‘signs and wonders’ and ‘king of kings’) and inserts 
them throughout the novel, purposefully invoking the well-known Bible passage. 
Although it could be suggested that the redactor of B&I has inserted biblical ideas into 
the Apology, the evidence698 suggests otherwise. 
 Let us now move to another topic mentioned earlier on in this section: baptism 
and its use in B&I. 
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697 ὅτι πᾶν τὸ ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ is omitted in IOU1W1W2Kech.
698 Which was discussed at the beginning of this section.
iv) Baptism
As stated in the previous section, Matthew 28:29 can be discounted as a source for the 
Apology because the Gospel refers to the ‘Father’ as well as ‘baptism’. The theme of 
baptism is emphasised and discussed throughout B&I,699 but it does not once feature in 
any version of the Apology. Throughout the novel, the redactor of B&I makes frequent 
reference to baptism, and a number of characters, including Ioasaph, are baptised.700 
Baptism is called ‘holy’,701  and is often described as being performed in the Trinity: in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy  Ghost.702 Chapters 11 and 12 of 
B&I contain a number of discussions between Barlaam and Ioasaph; of these, some are 
theological, for example, ‘what happens if I commit a sin after baptism?’, while others 
regard the nature of baptism.703 
 In contrast to its prevalence in B&I, baptism is not  mentioned at all in the 
Apology. Baptism is important, because it is necessary for the remission of sins, 
accepted by Christians as salvation from death. In fact, so fundamental is this idea to 
Christianity  that perhaps the author of the Apology deemed it unnecessary to include 
reference to it: that is, the exclusion of baptism from the Apology may have been 
deliberate because it would have detracted from the purpose of the text.
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699 Baptism appears towards the end of the Balavariani in 3.55 and 3.59.
700  Ioasaph is baptised in chapter 19 of B&I; other baptisms include those whom Thomas met in India 
(chapter 1), Jesus (chapter 7), Nachor (chapter 28), Theudas (chapter 32), the king Abenner (chapter 35) 
as well as all the rulers and people in Ioasaph’s half of the kingdom (chapter 33) and later in the other half 
of the kingdom which Ioasaph inherits (chapter 35).
701  B&I 19 (θεῖον), 28 (θεῖον), 30 (θείου, twice), 32 (θείου and θείῳ) and 35 (θείῳ and θείου). G. R. 
Woodward and H. Mattingly (Barlaam and Ioasaph [1967]: 101) call baptism ‘heavenly:’ the Greek uses 
ἅγιος (holy) with θείου (chapter 8). There are no external sources which use this phrase.
702 B&I 1, 7, 8, 11, 19 and 35.
703 Outside of B&I 11 and 12, chapter 8 states you need to be baptised to be saved: after baptism, the Holy 
Ghost dwells in the soul. In chapter 18, baptism is received as ‘the seal of saving’ (σφραγῖδα τηνικαῦτα 
δέξωµαι τοῦ σωτηρίου βαπτίσµατος) in which one is perfected in. Chapter 19 states we ‘acknowledge one 
Baptism, by water and the Spirit, for the remission of sins’ (Πρὸς τούτοις ὁµολόγει ἓν βάπτισµα ἐξ 
ὕδατος καὶ πνεύµατος εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν. This has been taken from Symbolum Nicaenum 
Constantinopolitanum 80,15). In chapter 24, converts are baptised into ‘this faith’ (‘this faith’  being 
Christianity.  ὁ σὺν πατρὶ καὶ ἁγίῳ πνεύµατι δοξαζόµενος, εἰς ἃ βεβάπτισµαι. See also chapter 8).  Ioasaph 
says in chapter 30: ‘I was cleansed in the laver of Holy Baptism from the sins of my youth and 
ignorance’ (Ἐγὼ δὲ ἐξ ὅτε τῷ λουτρῷ ἐκαθάρθην τοῦ θείου βαπτίσµατος τῶν  τῆς νεόντητος καὶ ἀγνοίας 
µου πταισµάτων) and he continues in chapter 32 declaring: ‘as soon as thou goest down into the laver of 
Holy Baptism, all the defilement of the old man, and all the burdens of thy many sins, is buried in the 
water’  (Ἅµα γὰρ τῷ καταδῦναί σε τῇ κολυµβήθρᾳ τοῦ θείου βαπτίσµατος ὅλον  τὸ αἶσχος τοῦ παλαιοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου καὶ ὅλος ὁ φόρτος τῶν πολλῶν ἁµαρτηµάτων ἐνθάπτεται τῷ ὕδατι καὶ εἰς τὸ µὴ ὂν χωρεῖ).
v) Satan, the Devil and devils
Neither ‘Satan’ nor the ‘Devil or devils’ appear in any  version of the Apology. ‘Satan’704 
is infrequently used in B&I; ‘the Devil’705  is used more frequently; ‘devil’706  is more 
common still, used for an evil figure: this may  be because the Greek δαίµων could be 
translated as a heathen god or a demon.707 There are only two examples where we find 
ideas parallel to those in the Apology: chapter 10: ‘They expend wealth, for to raise 
statues and images to devils, and vainly boast that these give them good gifts’,708  and 
chapter 25: ‘The objects of thy  veneration are not gods but statues of devils, charged 
with all their filthy power’709  reflect the first thirteen chapters of the Apology, in 
particular the discussion of polytheistic gods. However, even in these cases there is no 
depth of comparison between B&I and the Apology. 
 We have yet more proof of the extent to which the redactor of B&I will not insert 
ideas he places elsewhere in his text into the Apology. We have seen how evil figures do 
not feature in the Apology: what about heavenly figures?
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704  B&I 7: διάβολος κέκληται καὶ σατανᾶς προσωνόµασται.  Taken from Justin’s Dialogue with Tryphro 
103,5; chapter 21: ἅµα δὲ εἰς φυλακτήριον ἐµοὶ πάσης σατανικῆς ἐνεργείας; chapter 25: ἐπίβλεψον ἐπ̓ ἐµὲ 
καὶ ἐλέησόν µε, καὶ παράστηθι ἐκ πάσης σατανικῆς ἐνεργείας  διατηρῶν µε ἀλώβητον.
705  B&I 7: διάβολος κέκληται καὶ σατανᾶς προσωνόµασται (Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone 
103,5); chapter 14: τῷ διαβόλῳ ἡτοίµασται καὶ τοῖς ἀγγέλοις αὐτοῦ (Matthew 25:41); chapter 18: Ἐπεί µε 
τῆς πικρᾶς τοῦ διαβόλου δουλείας ἐλευθερῶσαι ἥκεις [...] ὡς ἂν ταύτην τροπωσάµενος καὶ τὸν αὐτῆς 
ἀρχηγὸν διάβολον εἰς γῆν καταρράξας; chapter 19: ἀλλ̓ ἡµέτερον  ἔργον τοῦτο καὶ τοῦ διαβόλου (Gregory 
Nazianzenus, Orationes 40, 45, 16-20) [...] καὶ δόντα ἡµῖν τοῦτον σύµβολον τῆς κατὰ τοῦ διαβόλου 
νίκης· φρίττει γὰρ καὶ τρέµει µὴ φέρων καθορᾶν αὐτοῦ τὴν δύναµιν; chapter 21: ἐνίσχυσον αὐτὸν 
βεβαιῶν ἐν αὐτῷ τὴν διαθήκην σου καὶ ἐξελοῦ τῆς ἀπάτης τοῦ διαβόλου; chapter 25: Ἄγκιστρον γάρ ἐστι 
τοῦ διαβόλου (Basil of Caesarea, Homily 13,5); chapter 34: καὶ εἰς τέλος ἐλευθέρωσον τὸν δοῦλόν  σου 
καὶ πατέρα µου τῆς χαλεπῆς ἐκείνης αἰχµαλωσίας τοῦ διαβόλου.
706 B&I 6: τοὺς ἄφρονας σοφίζει, δαίµονας διώκει, καὶ πᾶν ὅ τι καλὸν καὶ ἐράσµιον ἀφθόνως χορηγεῖ τῷ 
κεκτηµένῳ αὐτόν; chapter 7: δαίµονες ὠνοµάσθησαν, ὡς πλάνοι καὶ ἀπατεῶνες; chapter 10: τὸν µακρὰν 
αὐτοῦ ὑπάρχοντα τῇ γνώµῃ καὶ ἀλλοτρίοις λατρεύοντα οὐ θεοῖς, ἀλλὰ δαίµοσιν  ὀλεθρίοις καὶ ξοάνοις 
κωφοῖς καὶ ἀναισθήτοις [...] Κατακενοῦσι χρήµατα στήλας τοῖς δαίµοσι καὶ ἀγάλµατα ἐγεῖραι (reference 
to Balavariani 2.26) [...] Ἔθυσαν  γάρ, φησί, δαιµονίοις καὶ οὐ θεῷ (Deuteronomy 32:17). See also B&I 
12, 14, 24, 25, 30, 34 and 39. In chapter 30 the adjective δαιµονικῆς, which means ‘possessed by a 
demon,’ is used: καὶ ῥῦσαι ἀπὸ ῥοµφαίας δαιµονικῆς τὴν ψυχήν µου.
707  In the Balavariani,  ‘the devil’ is preferred: used in 1.2, 2.23, five times in 2.29, 3.4, 3.45,  3.49, 3.59 
and 3.65. ‘Satan’ is used in 3.46, and ‘devils’ is used in 3.49. Furthermore in 2.29 the term ‘evil one’ is 
used three times, and is also used in 3.46.
708 Κατακενοῦσι χρήµατα στήλας τοῖς δαίµοσι καὶ ἀγάλµατα ἐγεῖραι,  καὶ φληναφοῦσιν ἀγαθῶν παρόχους 
αὐτοὺς ὑπάρχειν.
709  οὔτε γὰρ ἅπερ σέβῃ θεοί εἰσιν, ἀλλὰ στῆλαι δαιµόνων,  πᾶσαν αὐτῶν τὴν µυσαρὰν  ἐνέργειαν ἔνδον 
ἔχουσαι.
vi) Angels
Angels appear throughout B&I; among a total of twenty-two references, most specify 
angels,710  while others mention archangels,711  ‘angelic conversations’,712  and the 
‘angelic life’.713  Angels do not feature in the Greek B&I version of the Apology, 
although, they do appear in chapter 2.2 of the Syriac and Armenian versions,714  with 
those two instances being parallel to one another. Angels also appear in chapter 14.3-4 
of the Syriac version of the Apology;715 however this instance has no comparison in any 
other version. Is there any similar context between B&I and the Greek Apology?
 In chapter 1 of B&I, the redactor describes the monasteries in Egypt, and how 
the monks’ fame had spread because of their ‘virtues and angelic conversations’.716  A 
parallel could be drawn to chapter 15 of the Apology, where the Apology describes at 
length the virtues of the Christians. Tenuous though this may be, it is just one of a few 
examples where the redactor of B&I has the opportunity  to insert  ideas similar to those 
found in B&I into the Apology. The overarching theme of chapters 15 to 17 of the 
Apology could be described with the phrase: ‘great and wonderful are the sayings and 
deeds of the Christians’.717 This theme can be found (with a reference to angels) in B&I: 
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710  B&I Introduction: τῶν τε δι᾽ αἵµατος τελειωθέντων  καὶ τῶν δι᾽ ἀσκήσεως τὴν  ἀγγελικὴν  πολιτείαν 
µιµησαµένων; B&I 7: Εἷς δὲ τῶν εἰρηµένων ἀγγελικῶν δυνάµεων  (John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei 
18,2-8) [...] καὶ ἀντὶ τῆς µακαρίας δόξης ἐκείνης καὶ ἀγγελικῆς ὀνοµασίας διάβολος κέκληται καὶ 
σατανᾶς προσωνόµασται. [...] συναπεσπάσθη δὲ αὐτῷ καὶ συναπεβλήθη καὶ πλῆθος πολὺ τοῦ ὑπ̓ αὐτὸν 
τάγµατος τῶν ἀγγέλων,  οἵτινες (John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei 18,14-7); chapter 8: τὸ ἄφραστον 
φῶς, τὴν µὴ διακοπτοµένην ζωήν, τὴν µετὰ ἀγγέλων  διαγωγήν. [...] καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ στρατιαὶ τῶν ἀγγέλων 
τρόµῳ παρίστανται ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ. [...]  εἰς τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀνεκφράστου, µετὰ ἀγγέλων εὐφραινόµενοι, τῶν 
ἀπορρήτων ἀγαθῶν ἀπολαύοντες, καὶ τῇ ἁγίᾳ Τριάδι καθαρῶς παριστάµενοι; as well as B&I 9,  12, 20, 
22, 25, 31 and 40.
711  B&I 7: καθὼς καὶ πρὸ τῆς συλλήψεως εἷς τῶν ἀρχαγγέλων ἀπεστάλη µηνύων  τῇ παρθένῳ τὴν ξένην 
σύλληψιν ἐκείνην καὶ τὸν ἄφραστον  τόκον (Luke 1:26-45); chapter 8: Τότε ἐν φωνῇ ἀρχαγγέλου καὶ ἐν 
σάλπιγγι Θεοῦ ἀναστήσονται οἱ νεκροί 1 Thessalonians 4:16); chapter 25: παραστήσονται δὲ αὐτῷ 
τρόµῳ χίλιαι χιλιάδες καὶ µύριαι µυριάδες ἀγγέλων  καὶ ἀρχαγγέλων, καὶ πάντα ἔσται φόβου καὶ τρόµου 
µεστά (John Chrysostom, Homiliae 14,9). Σαλπιεῖ γὰρ εἷς τῶν  ἀρχαγγέλων ἐν  σάλπιγγι θεοῦ, καὶ εὐθὺς ὁ 
οὐρανὸς µὲν εἰλιγήσεται ὡς βιβλίον.
712  B&I 1: καὶ τῆς ἐκείνων ἀρετῆς καὶ ἀγγελοµιµήτου διαγωγῆς ἡ φήµη τὰ πέρατα διελάµβανε τῆς 
οἰκουµένης.
713  B&I 2: δἰ ἧς δυνήσοµαι ἐν τῷ ὀστρακίνῳ τούτῳ σώµατι τὴν ἀγγελικὴν ἀσπάσασθαι πολιτείαν 
(Martyrium S. Eustratii et Sociorum 9).
714  ‘To God then ministers wind,  and to angels fire; but to demons water, and to men earth’ (2.2 Syriac), 
‘and from divinity was revealed the spiritual, and from the angels fire and from the devils liquid and from 
earth: human race’ (2.2 Armenian).
715 ‘But in the methods of their actions their service is to angels and not to God’.
716 καὶ τῆς ἐκείνων ἀρετῆς καὶ ἀγγελοµιµήτου.
717 Μεγάλα γὰρ καὶ θαυµαστὰ τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν Χριστιανῶν λεγόµενα καὶ πραττόµενα (Apology 16).
wanting ‘to embrace the angelic life’718  and ‘to obtain that  unspeakable bliss, to enjoy 
that ineffable glory, to equal the angels in splendour’,719  all of which are attained 
through virtuousness, the content of chapter 15 of the Apology. Finally, the redactor of 
B&I states: ‘Before his conception, one of the archangels was sent to announce to the 
Virgin that miraculous conception and ineffable birth’.720  When the Apology discusses 
the nature of the birth of Christ there is an opportunity  for the redactor of B&I to insert 
the additional information of how the Virgin knew she was going to give birth. 
However, he does not do so.
 The eschatology  of B&I is more complex and developed than that  of the 
Apology; indeed, in the Apology eschatology is on the whole non-existent. The author of 
the Apology seems to repeat doctrinal statements: ‘Looking forward to the resurrection 
of the dead and life in the world to come’;721  ‘which leads those who travel therein to 
the everlasting kingdom promised through Christ in the life to come’;722  ‘and to be 
saved for the age that is destined to come upon us’;723  ‘that ye may escape from 
condemnation and punishment, and be found to be heirs of life everlasting’.724  The 
Syriac version of the Apology does contain future eschatological ideas similar to those 
found in the Greek B&I version, while the Greek fragments do not contain future 
eschatological ideas, but have more of a realised eschatology.725  From both the Syriac 
and the Greek B&I versions one can see the tension between a future and a realised 
eschatology (as found in the Greek B&I and the Greek fragments), and B&I contains 
different eschatological statements:726 ‘And all the angel hosts stand beside him [Christ] 
in dread. Then, at the voice of the archangel, and the trump of God, shall the dead 
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718 διʼ ἧς δυνήσοµαι ἐν τῷ ὀστρακίνῳ τούτῳ σώµατι τὴν ἀγγελικὴν ἀσπάσασθαι πολιτείαν (B&I 2).
719  ὥστε τῆς ἀρρήτου µὲν  χαρᾶς ἐκείνης ἐπιτυχεῖν καὶ τῆς ἀνεκφράστου δόξης ἀπολαύειν,  τοῖς ἀγγέλοις 
δὲ ἀντιλάµπειν (B&I 25). In the Balavariani ‘Angels’ appears in 2.17, 2.20 and 3.47.
720  καθὼς καὶ πρὸ τῆς συλλήψεως εἷς τῶν  ἀρχαγγέλων  ἀπεστάλη µηνύων τῇ παρθένῳ τὴν ξένην 
σύλληψιν ἐκείνην καὶ τὸν ἄφραστον τόκον (B&I 7).
721  καὶ ταύτας φυλάττουσι προσδοκῶντες ἀνάστασιν νεκρῶν  καὶ ζωὴν τοῦ µέλλοντος αἰωνος (Apology 
15.3).
722 ἥτις τοὺς ὁδεύοντας αὐτὴν εἰς τἠν  αἰώνιον χειραγωγεῖ βασιλείαν, τὴν  ἐπηγγελµένην παρὰ κυρίου ἐν  τῇ 
µελλούσῃ ζωῇ (Apology 16.3).
723 καὶ σωθῆναι εἰς τὸν µέλλοντα ἐπέρχεσθαι αἰῶνα (Apology 16.5).
724 ἵνα – κατάκρισιν ἐκφυγόντες καὶ τιµωρίας – ζωῆς ἀνωλέθρου δειχθείητε κληρονόµοι (Apology 17.3).
725 See chapter 15.5 of the Apology.
726 With specific reference to angels.
arise’;727  ‘The Son of God shall send forth his angels, and they shall gather all things 
that offend, [...]’;728  ‘when the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the holy 
angels with him [...]’.729  There are vast differences between the Apology and B&I: the 
Apology does not describe how ‘the age to come’ shall appear, nor how ‘the dead shall 
arise’. The eschatology alone shows the reader how different from and independent of 
each other are B&I and the Apology.
 The claim that the redactor of B&I has moved chapter 2 of the Syriac and 
Armenian versions to chapters 14 and 15 of the Greek B&I version730  is thus proved 
inconceivable. Angels are referenced in the Syriac and Armenian versions of the 
Apology. Similarly, angels are used throughout B&I. If the redactor had changed 
chapters 2 and 14 and 15 of the Greek Apology, why would he have excluded references 
to angels? 
vii) Catholic Church and Orthodox Faith
Dotted throughout B&I are the phrases ‘Catholic (καθολικός) Church’731 and ‘Orthodox 
(ὀρθόδοξος) Faith’.732  Although used sparingly in the novel, both phrases (along with 
‘the Faithful’, as will be seen in the next section) are very prominent when they do 
appear. No version of the Apology uses either phrase, which is perhaps unsurprising as 
the Apology is a defence of Christianity  and not a promotion of the Catholic Church or 
Orthodox Faith. In B&I however, the redactor inserts both phrases independently into 
his text.  For example, in chapter 11 he places ‘Orthodox Faith’ in the middle of a quote 
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727  καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ στρατιαὶ τῶν ἀγγέλων τρόµῳ παρίστανται ἐνώπιον  αὐτοῦ Τότε ἐν φωνῇ ἀρχαγγέλου καὶ 
ἐν σάλπιγγι Θεοῦ ἀναστήσονται οἱ νεκροί (B&I 8).
728  ἀποστελεῖ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ τοὺς ἀγγέλους αὐτοῦ, καὶ συλλέξουσι πάντα τὰ σκάνδαλα καὶ τοὺς 
ποιοῦντας τὴν ἀνοµίαν, καὶ βαλοῦσιν αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν κάµινον τοῦ πυρός (B&I 9). This has been taken 
from Matthew 13:40-3.
729 Ὅταν  ἔλθῃ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῇ δόξῃ αὐτοῦ καὶ πάντες οἱ ἅγιοι ἄγγελοι µετ̓ αὐτοῦ (chapter 9). 
This has been taken from Matthew 25:31-6.
730  See also E.J. Goodspeed, Die ältesten Apologeten (1914): 19; J. Geffcken, Apologeten (1907): 22; R. 
Seeberg, Aristides (1894): 208-9.
731 B&I 16 and 19.
732 B&I 7, 11, 19 and 21.
from Gregory Nazianzenus.733  This suggests that the redactor is happy  to add his own 
ideas to external sources. We will discuss how the redactor uses external sources in 
more depth in the following sections.
viii) The Faithful
The final feature that appears in B&I but not in any version of the Apology is reference 
to Christians as ‘the Faithful (πιστός)’.734  We find this term in chapters 1, 2, 7, 8,735  11, 
12, 18, 19, 22 and 26 of B&I.
 The purpose of this section was twofold: to see how the redactor uses words and 
phrases that feature in B&I, but not in the Apology, and to begin to understand more 
deeply the theology of the redactor of B&I in comparison to that of the Apology, the text 
that he inserted without touching it  too much. We have seen that there are parallels 
between the Apology and B&I, but that there are also key differences. For example, B&I 
refers to the Father and baptism, but the Apology does not. This work that I have done 
(in locating ideas which are missing in the Apology but B&I) has not  been touched upon 
by any previous scholarship.
 We then move on to the final section in this chapter: how the redactor handles 
external sources. We have seen already how he quotes some external sources, and is 
sometimes willing to change large sections, while at other times he does not change the 
text. We will concentrate on this a little more to help  understand how the redactor may 
have treated the Apology.
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733  Orationes 40, 45, 45-47. B&I reads: ἐποικοδοµεῖν δὲ ἐπὶ τῷ θεµελίῳ τῆς ὀρθοδόξου πίστεως τὴν τῶν 
ἀρετῶν ἐργασίαν, ἐπειδὴ πίστις χωρὶς τῶν ἔργων νεκρά ἐστιν, ὥσπερ καὶ ἔργα δίχα πίστεως. Whereas 
Gregory of Nazianzenus reads ἐπὶ τῷ θεµελίῳ, ἐπειδὴ πίστις χωρὶς τῶν ἔργων νεκρά ἐστιν, ὥσπερ καὶ 
ἔργα δίχα πίστεως.
734 The term also appears in the Balavariani in 1.2, 1.6, 2.31 and 3.62.
735 The use of ‘Faithful’ in B&I 8 has been taken from Mark 16:16.
E) How the Redactor Handles External Sources
The evidence so far suggests that the redactor of B&I has, mostly  uncompromisingly, 
inserted the Apology. He has made some additions to the Apology;736  however, it 
appears that he has neither removed large sections, nor changed drastically the wording 
to match it to his own preferences. How does this treatment compare to that of other 
texts the redactor has inserted into the novel? To get an idea of how the redactor deals 
with large sections of inserted text,737  we must refer to a few of the main sources he 
uses throughout the novel: John of Damascus, Symeon Metaphrastes, and the Bible.738
i) John of Damascus
F. Dölger was convinced739  that B&I was written by John of Damascus. This was 
because of the number of times the redactor of B&I quotes the church father’s texts. 
Other than the previously  discussed parallel between chapter 19 of B&I and John of 
Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 2,740  the redactor of B&I quotes other large sections from 
John of Damascus. The first example can be found in chapter 15 of B&I:
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736 For a list of further sources used in B&I see R. Volk, Barlaam et Ioasaph (2006); G. R. Woodward and 
H. Mattingly, Barlaam and Ioasaph (1967); D. M. Lang, ‘St. Euthymius’ (1955): 323-4.
737  We have seen how some sections of text, a small phrase or a sentence from an external source was 
quoted; however to get a true depiction of how the redactor of B&I has dealt with the Apology we must 
similarly look at how the redactor inserts large sections of text from other sources. By this, we ask if the 
redactor has changed the language or theology, and whether he has added or removed any text of the ones 
that he quotes.
738 Only large sections of one text will be included in our references below. I define ‘large section of text’ 
as more than five lines (as found in Volk’s critical edition of B&I). This is because anything smaller does 
not give a true depiction of how the redactor uses large sections of texts.  Where the redactor of B&I 
jumps between different texts, or jumps between chapters of the inserted work will be noted, but not 
discussed. In these sources there are no major changes within manuscripts: minor changes such as word 
endings and misplacement of words do occur.
739 As previously discussed.
740 In the nineteenth comparison between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology.
B&I Chapter 15 Expositio Fidei 36
Βουλὴ δέ ἐστιν ὄρεξις ζητητικὴ περὶ τῶν 
ἐφ᾽ ἡµῖν πρακτικῶν γινοµένη· βουλεύεται 
γάρ τις, εἰ ὤφειλε µετελθεῖν τὸ πρᾶγµα ἢ 
οὔ. Εἶτα κρίνει τὸ κρεῖττον, καὶ γίνεται 
κρίσις. Εἶτα διατίθεται καὶ ἀγαπᾷ τὸ ἐκ τῆς 
βουλῆς κριθέν, καὶ λέγεται γνώµη· ἐὰν γὰρ 
κρίνῃ καὶ µὴ διατεθῇ πρὸς τὸ κριθὲν ἤγουν 
ἀγαπήσῃ αὐτό, οὐ λέγεται γνώµη. Εἶτα 
µετὰ τὴν διάθεσιν γίνεται προαίρεσις ἤγουν 
ἐπιλογή· προαίρεσις γάρ ἐστι δύο 
προκειµένων τὸ αἱρεῖσθαι καὶ ἐκλέγεσθαι 
τοῦτο πρὸ τοῦ ἑτέρου.
Βουλὴ δέ ἐστιν ὄρεξις ζητητικὴ περὶ τῶν 
ἐφ᾽ ἡµῖν πρακτικῶν γινοµένη· βουλεύεται 
γάρ,      εἰ ὤφειλε µετελθεῖν τὸ πρᾶγµα ἢ 
οὔ. Εἶτα κρίνει τὸ κρεῖττον, καὶ λέγεται 
κρίσις. Εἶτα διατίθεται καὶ ἀγαπᾷ τὸ ἐκ τῆς 
βουλῆς κριθέν, καὶ λέγεται γνώµη· ἐὰν γὰρ 
κρίνῃ καὶ µὴ διατεθῇ πρὸς τὸ κριθὲν ἤγουν 
ἀγαπήσῃ αὐτό, οὐ λέγεται γνώµη. Εἶτα 
µετὰ τὴν διάθεσιν γίνεται προαίρεσις ἤγουν 
ἐπιλογή· προαίρεσις γάρ ἐστι δύο 
προκειµένων τὸ αἱρεῖσθαι καὶ ἐκλέγεσθαι 
τοῦτο πρὸ τοῦ ἑτέρου.
We can see that the redactor inserts this section from Expositio Fidei word for word, 
with two exceptions: the inclusion of τις in B&I and the change from καὶ λέγεται κρίσις 
to καὶ γίνεται κρίσις. The redactor is more purposeful with his language, indicating that 
God becomes judgement, as opposed to God laying down judgment. Here the redactor 
seems to deliberately have changed the text to suit  his theology and personal preference. 
If we compare this to the previous discussion on chapter 31, there we saw how the 
redactor did not  change ἐν in the Apology for the σύν (or equivalent) he uses in the rest 
of B&I when describing the nature of the Son being in the Father.
 The next example we have of the redactor quoting a large section of text from 
John of Damascus is in B&I chapter 17:
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B&I Chapter 17 Expositio Fidei 3.29 – 33, 35 – 40, 
40 – 3
τὰ µὲν νοητὰ 
                   κατὰ προαίρεσιν, τήν τε ἐν τῷ 
καλῷ προκοπὴν καὶ τὴν ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦ 
ἀποφοίτησιν, 
                      τὰ δὲ αἰσθητὰ κατὰ γένεσιν 
καὶ φθοράν, αὔξησίν τε καὶ µείωσιν καὶ τὴν 
κατὰ ποιότητα µεταβολὴν καὶ τοπικὴν 
κίνησιν, καὶ ἐκ τούτων κηρύττουσι φωναῖς 
ἀλαλήτοις 
          ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀκτίστου 
                   καὶ ἀτρέπτου καὶ ἀναλλοιώτου 
γεγενῆσθαι θεοῦ, 
                   συνέχεσθαί τε καὶ συντηρεῖσθαι 
καὶ ἀεὶ προνοεῖσθαι.            Πῶς γὰρ ἂν αἱ 
ἐναντίαι φύσεις 
                                 εἰς ἑνὸς κόσµου 
συµπλήρωσιν ἀλλήλαις συνεληλύθεισαν 
καὶ ἀδιάλυτοι µεµενήκεισαν, εἰ µή τις 
παντοδύναµος δύναµις ταῦτα συνεβίβασε 
καὶ ἀεὶ συνετήρει ἀδιάλυτα;
Τὰ µὲν νοητά, ἀγγέλους φηµὶ καὶ ψυχὰς 
καὶ δαίµονας, κατὰ προαίρεσιν, τήν τε ἐν 
τῷ καλῷ προκοπὴν καὶ τὴν ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦ 
ἀποφοίτησιν, ἐπιτεινοµένην τε καὶ 
ὑφιεµένην, τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ κατά τε γένεσιν καὶ 
φθοράν αὔξησίν τε καὶ µείωσιν καὶ τὴν 
κατὰποιότητα µεταβολὴν καὶ τὴν τοπικὴν 
κίνησιν. [...] 
                 Δεῖ δὲ τὸν δηµιουργὸν ἄκτιστον 
εἶναι· εἰ γὰρ κἀκεῖνος ἐκτίσθη, πάντως ὑπό 
τινος ἐκτίσθη, ἕως ἂν ἔλθωµεν εἴς τι 
ἄκτιστον. Ἄκτιστος οὖν ὢν ὁ δηµιουργὸς 
πάντως καὶ ἄτρεπτός ἐστι. Τοῦτο δὲ τί ἂν 
ἄλλο εἴη ἢ θεός; Καὶ αὐτὴ δὲ ἡ τῆς κτίσεως 
συνοχὴ καὶ συντήρησις καὶ κυβέρνησις 
διδάσκει ἡµᾶς, ὅτι ἔστι θεὸς ὁ τόδε τὸ πᾶν 
συστησάµενος καὶ συνέχων καὶ συντηρῶν 
καὶ ἀεὶ προνοούµενος [...] πῶς γὰρ ἂν αἱ 
ἐναντίαι φύσεις, πυρὸς λέγω καὶ ὕδατος, 
ἀέρος καὶ γῆς, εἰς ἑνὸς κόσµου 
συµπλήρωσιν ἀλλήλαις συνεληλύθασι, 
καὶ ἀδιάλυτοι µένουσιν, εἰ µή τις 
παντοδύναµος δύναµις ταῦτα καὶ 
συνεβίβασε, καὶ ἀεὶ τηρεῖ ἀδιάλυτα;
Here, the redactor of B&I does not quote in its entirety  this large section from John of 
Damascus: rather, he quotes one sentence (lines 29 – 33 of Expositio Fidei), and in the 
following sentences only  refers to John of Damascus’ text (lines 35 – 40 in Expositio 
Fidei). The redactor then quotes a few more lines from the church father’s work.741
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741 In the opening sentence of the parallel, the redactor of B&I has removed the references to ‘angels’ and 
‘demons’ which are in the Expositio Fidei. This is interesting as there is no explanation why the redactor 
should do this because both ‘angels’ and ‘demons’ appear throughout the novel.
B&I Chapter 19 Expositio Fidei 86.47 – 8, 52 – 6
Ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ γὰρ ᾗ παρεδίδοτο διαθήκην 
καινὴν διέθετο τοῖς ἁγίοις αὐτοῦ µαθηταῖς 
καὶ ἀποστόλοις καὶ δι᾽ αὐτῶν πᾶσι τοῖς εἰς 
αὐτὸν πιστεύουσιν       εἰπών· Λάβετε, 
φάγετε· τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ σῶµά µου τὸ ὑπὲρ 
ὑµῶν κλώµενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν. 
Ὁµοίως καὶ τὸ ποτήριον λαβὼν 
              δέδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· Πίετε ἐξ 
αὐτοῦ πάντες· τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ αἷµά µου τὸ 
τῆς καινῆς διαθήκης, τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑµῶν 
ἐκχυνόµενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν· τοῦτο 
ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐµὴν ἀνάµνησιν.
ἐν                ᾗ ἑαυτὸν παρεδίδου, διαθήκην 
καινὴν διέθετο τοῖς ἁγίοις αὐτοῦ µαθηταῖς 
καὶ ἀποστόλοις καὶ δι᾽ αὐτῶν πᾶσι τοῖς εἰς 
αὐτὸν πιστεύουσιν. [...] λέγων >Λάβετε, 
φάγετε, τοῦτό µού ἐστι τὸ σῶµά< τὸ ὑπὲρ 
ὑµῶν κλώµενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν. 
Ὁµοίως δὲ λαβὼν τὸ ποτήριον ἐξ οἴνου καὶ 
ὕδατος µετέδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· >Πίετε ἐξ 
αὐτοῦ πάντες· τοῦτό µού ἐστι τὸ αἷµα τῆς 
καινῆς διαθήκης τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑµῶν 
ἐκχυνόµενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁµαρτιῶν· τοῦτο 
ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐµὴν ἀνάµνησιν.
We can see from this comparison that the redactor of B&I inserts a large section from 
Expositio Fidei 86; however, he omits five lines of text from John of Damascus’ work. 
When the redactor introduces Λάβετε, φάγετε in B&I, here he uses εἰπών. If we look at 
Expositio Fidei, John of Damascus uses λέγων to introduce the following quote. Thus 
we have another example where the redactor has changed the quoted text. Furthermore, 
he misses out information that is included in Expositio Fidei (such as ἐξ οἴνου καὶ 
ὕδατος µετέδωκεν), as well as inserting his own additional information (for example τῇ 
νυκτὶ γάρ).
B&I Chapter 24 Expositio Fidei 8.2 – 10
                               ἄκτιστον 
                        καὶ ἀθάνατον, αἰώνιον καὶ 
ἄπειρον,                        ἀπεριόριστον, 
ἀσώµατον,                     ἀπαθῆ, ἄτρεπτον, 
ἀναλλοίωτον, ἀόριστον, πηγὴν ἀγαθότητος 
καὶ δικαιοσύνης καὶ φωτὸς ἀϊδίου, 
                       ποιητήν πάντων κτισµάτων 
ὁρατῶν τε καὶ ἀοράτων,                        
συνέχοντά τε πάντα καὶ συντηροῦντα, 
πάντων προνοούµενον, κρατοῦντά τε 
πάντων καὶ βασιλεύοντα.
Πιστεύοµεν τοιγαροῦν εἰς ἕνα θεόν, µίαν 
ἀρχὴν ἄναρχον, ἄκτιστον, ἀγέννητον 
ἀνόλεθρόν τε καὶ ἀθάνατον, αἰώνιον,         
ἄπειρον, ἀπερίγραπτον, ἀπεριόριστον, 
ἀπειροδύναµον, ἁπλῆν, ἀσύνθετον, 
ἀσώµατον, ἄρρευστον, ἀπαθῆ, ἄτρεπτον, 
ἀναλλοίωτον, ἀόρατον, πηγὴν ἀγαθότητος 
καὶ δικαιοσύνης,       φῶς νοερόν, 
ἀπρόσιτον, δύναµιν οὐδενὶ µέτρῳ 
γνωριζοµένην, µόνῳ δὲ τῷ οἰκείῳ 
βουλήµατι µετρουµένην – πάντα γάρ, ὅσα 
θέλει, δύναται –, πάντων κτισµάτων 
ὁρατῶν τε καὶ ἀοράτων ποιητικήν, πάντων 
συνεκτικὴν καὶ συντηρητικήν, 
πάντων προνοητικήν, πάντων κρατοῦσαν 
καὶ ἄρχουσαν καὶ βασιλεύουσαν 
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We can see in this last parallel how the redactor of B&I chooses to leave out information 
in the quoted text. Therefore, from the whole of B&I we have only three examples742 
where the redactor inserts a very close copy of the text of John of Damascus. Even in 
these examples there are still some minor changes: theological changes, as well as small 
additions and omissions. 
 Next, we will look at how the redactor treats the texts of Symeon Metaphrastes.
ii) Symeon Metaphrastes
Throughout this study, Symeon Metaphrastes is named a number of times as a possible 
source: how often do Volk’s suggested uses of Symeon Metaphrastes’ works correlate to 
portions of his text  being copied, and not  changed in any way?743  We begin with two 
examples from chapter 2 and one example from chapter 21 of B&I:
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742  Between chapter 15 of B&I and chapter 36 of Expositio Fidei; chapter 19 of B&I and chapter 2 of 
Expositio Fidei; chapter 19 of B&I and chapter 86 of Expositio Fidei.
743  R. Volk ‘Das Fortwirken der Legende von Barlaam und Ioasaph’ (2003): 137-47. Followed by a 
discussion of some of the parallels highlighted, see ibid. 147-68.
B&I Chapter 2 Martyrium SS. Sergii et Bacchi 6.23 – 44
Ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τῶν καλῶν τὸ κεφάλαιον 
ἀφελέσθαι ἐφιλονείκησας ἡµῶν, τὴν 
εὐσέβειαν καὶ τὸν θεὸν, ζηµιῶσαι τὴν 
ἐσχάτην ταύτην ζηµίαν ἡµᾶς ἠβουλήθης, 
                                       
             τιµῶν τε διὰ τοῦτο καὶ φιλοτιµίας 
ἀναµιµνῄσκεις, πῶς οὐκ ἀµαθῶς ἔχειν σε 
τοῦ καλοῦ δικαίως ἂν εἴποιµι, ὅτι καὶ 
παραβάλλεις ὅλως αὐτὰ πρὸς ἄλληλα, 
              εὐσέβειάν φηµι             πρὸς τὸν 
θεὸν καὶ φιλίαν ἀνθρωπίνην καὶ δόξαν τὴν 
ἴσα παραρρέουσαν ὕδατι; Πῶς δέ σοι καὶ 
κοινωνοὶ ἐσόµεθα ἐπὶ τούτῳ καὶ οὐχί 
τοὐναντίον, καὶ φιλίαν καὶ τιµήν καὶ 
στοργὴν τέκνων καὶ εἴ τι ἄλλο µεῖζον ἦν 
ἀρνησόµεθα, ὁρῶντές σε µᾶλλον, ὦ 
βασιλεῦ, ἀγνωµονοῦντα πρὸς τὸν θεὸν, 
            τὸν καὶ αὐτό σοι τὸ εἶναι καὶ τὸ 
ἀναπνεῖν παρεχόµενον; Ὅς ἐστι Χριστὸς 
Ἰησοῦς, ὁ κύριος τῶν ἁπάντων, ὅς – 
άναρχος τε ὢν καὶ συναΐδιος τῷ πατρὶ –       
                     καὶ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς τῷ λόγῳ 
καὶ τὴν γῆν ὑποστήσας τὸν ἄνθρωπόν τε 
χερσὶν οἰκείαις ἐδηµιούργησε καὶ ἀθανασίᾳ 
τοῦτον ἐτίµησε καὶ βασιλέα τῶν ἐπὶ γῆς 
κατεστήσατο, καθάπερ τινὰ βασίλεια τὸ 
κάλλιστον αὐτῷ πάντων ἀποτάξας, τὸν 
παράδεισον.
Ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τῶν καλῶν τὸ κεφάλαιον 
ἀφελέσθαι φιλονείκεῖς    ἡµᾶς, τὴν 
ἀσέβειαν, καὶ       Θεὸν ζηµιῶσαι τὴν 
ἐσχάτην ταύτην ζηµίαν        
καὶ ἢν οὐδὲ ὑπενεγκεῖν ἂν εὐσεβὴς ψυχὴ 
δύναιτο, τιµῶν τε διὰ τοῦτο καὶ φιλοτιµίας 
ἀναµιµνῄσκεις, πῶς οὐκ ἀµαθῶς; ἔχειν σε 
τοῦ καλοῦ δικαίως ἂν εἴποιµεν· ὅτι καὶ 
παραβάλλεις ὅλως αὐτὰ προσάλληλα καὶ 
οἱνεὶ τοῦ κρείττονος ἡµῖν τὴν αἴρεσιν 
ἐποτρέπεις, ἀσεβείας φαµέν,  τῆς πρὸς τὸν 
Θεὸν, καὶ φιλίας ἀνθρωπίνης καὶ δόξης τῆς 
ἴσα παραρρεούσης ὕδατι; Πῶς δέ σοι καὶ 
κοινωνήσοµεν ἐπὶ τούτῳ, καὶ οὐχί 
τοὐναντίον καὶ φιλίαν καὶ τὴν τιµὴν καὶ 
                               εἴ τι ἄλλο µεῖζον ἦν, 
ἀρνησόµεθα; Πῶς δὲ οὐ σὺ µᾶλλον
                 ἀγνωµονῶν τά γε πρὸς Θεὸν, 
ἁλίσκῃ τὸν καὶ αὐτό σοι τὸ εἶναι καὶ τὸ 
ἀναπνεῖν παρεχόµενον, 
                                                     ὅς 
ἄναρχος       ὢν καὶ συναΐδιος τῷ 
γεγεννηκότι, καὶ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς τῷ λόγῳ 
καὶ τὴν γῆν ὑποστήσας τὸν ἄνθρωπόν τε 
χερσὶν οἰκείαις ἐδηµιούργησε καὶ ἀθανασίᾳ 
τοῦτον ἐτίµησε, καὶ, βασιλέα τῶν ἐπὶ γῆς 
κατεστήσατο, καθάπερ τινὰ βασίλεια τὸ 
κάλλιστον ἁπάντων ἀποτάξας αὐτῷ τὸν 
παράδεισον.
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B&I Chapter 2 Martyrium SS. Sergii et Bacchi 7.4-18
Ὁ δέ φθόνῳ κλαπεὶς καὶ ἡδονῇ, φεῦ µοι,  
δελεασθεὶς ἀθλίως τούτων ἐξέπεσε 
πάντων· καὶ ὁ πρὶν ζηλωτὸς ἐλεεινὸς 
ὡρᾶτο καὶ δακρύων διὰ τὴν συµφορὰν 
ἄξιος. Ὁ πλάσας τοίνυν ἡµᾶς καὶ 
δηµιουργήσας                   φιλανθρώποις 
πάλιν ἰδὼν ὀφθαλµοῖς τὸ τῶν οἰκείων 
χειρῶν ἔργον – τὸ θεὸς εἶναι µὴ 
µεταβαλών, ὅπερ ἦν ἀπ̓ ἀρχῆς – ἐγένετο διʼ 
ἡµᾶς ἀναµαρτήτως ὅπερ ἡµεῖς, καὶ 
σταυρὸν ἑκουσίως καὶ θάνατον ὑποµείνας 
τὸν ἄνωθεν τῷ ἡµετέρῳ γένει βασκαίνοντα 
κατέβαλε πολέµιον, καὶ, ἡµᾶς τῆς 
πικρᾶς ἐκείνης αἰχµαλωσίας 
ἀνασωσάµενος τὴν προτέραν ἀπέδωκε 
φιλαγάθως ἐλευθερίαν, καὶ ὅθεν διὰ τὴν 
παρακοὴν ἐκπεπτώκαµεν, ἐκεῖ πάλιν διὰ 
φιλανθρωπίαν ἡµᾶς ἐπανήγαγε.
Ὁ δέ φθόνῳ κλαπεὶς καὶ ἡδονῇ (φεῦ µοι), 
δελεασθεὶς ἀθλίως τούτων ἐξέπεσε 
πάντων· καὶ ὁ πρὶν ζηλωτὸς ἐλεεινὸς 
ἑωρᾶτο καὶ δακρύων διὰ τὴν συµφορὰν 
ἄξιος. Ὁ πλάσας τοίνυν ἡµᾶς καὶ 
δηµιουργήσας ἡµᾶς Θεὸς, φιλανθρώποις 
πάλιν ἰδὼν ὀφθαλµοῖς τὸ τῶν οἰκείων 
χειρῶν ἔργον τὸ Θεὸς εἶναι µὴ 
µεταβαλών ὅπερ ἦν,                 ἐγένετο διʼ 
ἡµᾶς ἀναµαρτήτως ὅπερ ἡµεῖς. Καὶ 
σταυρὸν ἑκουσίως καὶ θάνατον ὑποµείνας 
τὸν ἄνωθεν τε τῷ ἡµετέρῳ γένει                  
καταβεβλήκει πολέµιον, καὶ ἡµᾶς τῆς 
πικρᾶς ἐκείνης αἰχµαλωσίας 
ἀνασωσάµενος, 
                                     καὶ ὅθεν διὰ τὴν 
παρακοὴν ἐκπεπτώκαµεν, ἐκεῖ πάλιν διὰ 
φιλανθρωπίαν ἡµᾶς ἐπανήγαγε.
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B&I Chapter 21 Vita S. Gregorii Illuminatoris 10
Πρὸς τούτοις καὶ τὴν τοῦ πρώτου 
ἀνθρώπου διάπλασιν ἀνεµίµνησκε, τήν τε 
δοθεῖσαν αὐτῷ ἐντολὴν καὶ τὴν ταύτης 
παράβασιν καὶ τὴν ἐπὶ τῇ παραβάσει τοῦ 
πλάσαντος καταδίκην. Εἶτα καθεξῆς τὰ 
ἀγαθὰ ἀπηριθµεῖτο, ὧν ἀθετήσαντες             
             ἑαυτοὺς ἀπεκλείσαµεν· καὶ αὖθις 
ἐµέµνητο τῶν λυπηρῶν, ὅσα µετὰ τὴν 
ἐκείνων ἀποτυχίαν             κατέλαβεν 
ἀθλίως ἡµᾶς. Ἐπὶ τούτοις τὰ τῆς 
φιλανθρωπίας ἐπῆγεν, ὅπως τῆς ἡµετέρας 
φροντίζων ὁ δηµιουργὸς σωτηρίας 
διδασκάλους          ἀπέστειλε καὶ προφήτας 
τὴν τοῦ µονογενοῦς κηρύττοντας 
σάρκωσιν· ἔπειτα καὶ τὴν ἐκείνου κάθοδον, 
τὴν ἐνανθρώπησιν, τὰς εὐεργεσίας, τὰ 
θαύµατα, τὰ ὑπὲρ ἡµῶν τῶν ἀχαρίστων 
παθήµατα,                        τὸν σταυρόν, τὴν 
λόγχην, τὸν ἑκούσιον θάνατον· τέλος τὴν 
ἐπανόρθωσιν ἡµῶν, τὴν ἀνάκλησιν, τὴν εἰς 
τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθὸν ἐπάνοδον· µετὰ ταῦτα 
τὴν ἐκδεχοµένην τοὺς ἀξίους τῶν οὐρανῶν 
βασιλείαν, τὴν ἀποκειµένην τοῖς φαύλοις 
βάσανον, τὸ µὴ σβεννύµενον πῦρ, τὸ µὴ 
λῆγον σκότος, τὸν ἀθάνατον σκώληκα, καὶ 
ὅσην ἄλλην κόλασιν ἑαυτοῖς ἐθησαύρισαν 
οἱ τῆς ἁµαρτίας δοῦλοι.
ἐφ᾽                  οἶς καὶ τὸν πρῶτον 
ἄνθρωπον κατῳκτίζετο,
                                        διὰ τὴν  
παράβασιν, διὰ τὴν ἐπὶ τῇ παραβάσει τοῦ 
πλάσαντος καταδίκην. Εἶθ᾽     ἑξῆς, τὰ 
ἀγαθὰ ἀπηριθµεῖτο, ὧν ἀθετήσαντες τὴν 
ἐντολὴν ἑαυτοὺς ἀπεκλείσαµεν, καὶ αὖθις 
ἐµέµνητο τῶν λυπηρῶν, ὅσα µετὰ τὴν 
ἐκείνων ἀποτυχίαν, οἴ µοι κατέλαβεν 
ἀθλίως ἡµᾶς ἐπὶ τούτοις τὰ τῆς 
φιλανθρωπίας ἐπῆγεν, ὅπως τῆς ἡµετέρας 
φροντίζων ὁ Δηµιουργὸς σωτηρίας, 
διδασκάλους ἡµῖν ἀπέστειλε καὶ προφήτας 
τὴν τοῦ Μονογενοῦς κηρύττοντας 
σάρκωσιν, ἔπειτα καὶ τὴν ἐκείνου κάθοδον 
        καὶ τὰ ὑπὲρ ἡµῶν τῶν ἀχαρίστων 
παθήµατα, τὰ ῥαπίσµατα, τὸν σταυρόν, τὴν 
λόγχην, τὸν ἑκούσιον θάνατον, τέλος τὴν 
ἐπανόρθωσιν ἡµῶν, τὴν ἀνάκλησιν, τὴν εἰς 
τὸ πρῶτον ἀγαθὸν ἐπάνοδον µετὰ ταῦτα 
τὴν ἐκδεχοµένην τοὺς ἀξίους τῶν οὐρανῶν 
βασιλείαν, τὴν ἀποκειµένην τοῖς φαύλοις 
                    µὴ σβεννύµενον πῦρ, τὸ µὴ 
λῆγον σκότος, τὸν ἀθάνατον σκώληκα, καὶ 
ὅσην ἄλλην οἱ τῆς ἁµαρτίας δοῦλοι 
κόλασιν ἑαυτοῖς ἐθησαύρισαν.
In all three comparisons, the redactor of B&I has added more text than he has removed; 
nevertheless, he has altered the original. The second is one of the closer comparisons, 
where the redactor has made few alterations to the inserted text. We find, however, that 
the redactor is more often willing to change the inserted text:
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B&I Chapter 24 Vita S. Clementis Ancyrani 
16. 6 – 8, 11 – 15
Ἀλλά γε νῦν, φίλτατε υἱέ, εἴ τί µοι πείθῃ τῷ 
σῷ πατρί, µακρὰ τοῖς µακροῖς τούτοις καὶ 
µακροῖς λήροις εἰπών χαίρειν, θῦσον 
προσελθὼν τοῖς εὐµενέσι θεοῖς. 
Ἑκατόµβαις τε αὐτοὺς καὶ σπονδαῖς 
ἐκµειλιξώµεθα, ἵνα συγγνώµην σοι τοῦ 
πταίσµατος παράσχοιντο· δυνατοὶ γάρ εἰσι 
καὶ ἰσχύοντες εὐεργετεῖν τε καὶ 
τιµωρεῖσθαι. Καὶ σοι παράδειγµα τῶν 
λεγοµένων ἡµεῖς οἱ δι᾽ αὐτῶν εἰς  ταύτην 
τὴν ἀρχὴν προελθόντες καὶ χάριτας αὐτοῖς 
τῆς εὐεργεσίας, τάς τε πρὸς τοὺς 
σεβοµένους τιµὰς καὶ τὰς πρὸς τοὺς µὴ 
πειθοµένους αὐτοῖς θύειν κολάσεις 
παρέχοντες.
ἀλλά                               εἴ τί µοι πείθῃ, 
                       µακρὰ τοῖς µακροῖς τούτοις    
         λήροις χαίρειν εἰπών, θῦσον 
προσελθὼν τοῖς εὐµενέσι θεοῖς, [...]
                   Καὶ σοι παράδειγµα τῶν 
λεγοµένων ἡµεῖς, οἱ δι᾽ αὐτῶν εἰς ταύτην 
τὴν ἀρχὴν προελθόντες, καὶ χάριτας αὐτοῖς 
τῆς εὐεργεσίας, τάς τε πρὸς τοὺς 
σεβοµένους τιµὰς, καὶ τὰς πρὸς τοὺς µὴ 
πειθοµένους αὐτοῖ; θύειν κολάσεις 
παρέχοντες.
Here the redactor changes the passage from Symeon Metaphrastes in order to produce a 
similar context to the external text into which it  is inserted. He does so by adding 
references to the father and son (king Abennes and Ioasaph), as well as a short discourse 
on the king encouraging Ioasaph to make a drink offering to the gods for his 
wrongdoing, because the gods are strong enough to bless and to punish. He does 
something similar in the following passage, changing the inserted Symeon Metaphrastes 
text, to produce a similar context to that of B&I:
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B&I Chapter 28 Vita et Martyrium S. Polyeucti 7.7 – 18
Ταῦτα ὡς ἤκουσεν ὁ τοῦ βασιλέως υἱός, 
εὐθὺς     διανίσταται καὶ θερµότερος τὴν 
ψυχὴν γίνεται. Καὶ τὸν λογισµὸν τοῦ 
Ναχώρ, πρὸς ἀπόγνωσιν συγκύπτοντα, 
ἀναλαµβάνειν ἄρχεται καὶ στερρότερον   
περὶ τὴν Χριστοῦ πίστιν διατιθέναι, 
λέγων αὐτῷ τοιάδε· >Μηδεὶς ἔστω σοι, ὦ 
Ναχώρ, περὶ τούτου δισταγµός. Γέγραπται 
γὰρ δυνατὸν εἶναι τὸν θεὸν καὶ ἐκ τῶν 
λίθων τούτων ἐγεῖραι τέκνα τῷ Ἀβραάµ· 
ὅπερ τί ἄλλο ἢ τοῦτό ἐστιν, ὡς ὁ πατὴρ ἔφη 
Βαρλαάµ, τὸ ἐξ ἀνελπίστων καὶ πάσαις 
καταχρανθέντων ἀνοµίαις δύνασθαι 
σωθῆναι καὶ δούλους γενέσθαι 
Χριστοῦ, ὃς δι’ ἄκραν φιλανθρωπίας 
ὑπερβολὴν πᾶσι τοῖς ἐπιστρέφουσι τὰς 
οὐρανίους ἤνοιξε πύλας, οὐδενὶ τῶν 
πάντων τὴν τῆς σωτηρίας ἀποκλείσας 
εἴσοδον.
Ταῦτα ὡς ἤκουσεν ὁ Νέαρχος, 
εὐθὺς τε διανίσταται, 
                   καὶ τὸν φίλον 
ἀναλαµβάνειν ἄρχεται, καὶ προθυµότερον 
περὶ τὴν τοῦ Χριστοῦ πίστιν διατιθέναι· 
µηδεὶς, ὦ φίλατε, λέγων, µηδεὶς ἔστω σοι 
              περὶ τούτου δισταγµός· γέγραπται 
γὰρ δυνατὸν εἶναι τῷ θεῷ καὶ ἐκ τῶν 
λίθων τούτων ἐγεῖραι τέκνα τῷ Ἀβραάµ. 
Ὅπερ τί ἄλλο ἢ τοῦτό ἐστι, 
             τὸ ἐξ ἀνελπίστων καὶ 
                τοὺς ἐξ ἐθνῶν δύνασθαι 
σωθῆναι, καὶ στρατιῶται καταστῆναι 
Χριστοῦ; 
ἐπεὶ καὶ πᾶσιν ἁπλῶ;              ἡ τῆς 
οὐρανίους ἤνοικται πύλη οὐδενὶ τῶν 
πάντων ἡ      τῆς σωτηρίας ἀποκέκλείσται 
εἴσοδος.
The majority of these differences are names that have been added by the redactor of 
B&I. The redactor tries to maintain the text of Symeon Metaphrastes, only removing 
phrases that do not fit into the context of the novel. For the redactor to do this is quite 
unusual: we have seen how he skips parts of an inserted text, or inserts words or phrases 
of his own (if the redactor was Symeon Metaphrastes) into the novel with no obvious 
reason why. This is noticeable in the following comparison:
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B&I Chapter 32 Martyrium S. Catharinæ 4.19 – 30
Κατ’ ἀρχὰς µὲν γὰρ ὁ Σεροὺχ ἐκεῖνος 
                                        ἱστόρηται τὰ τῶν 
ἀγαλµάτων ἐξευρεῖν. Τοὺς γὰρ ἐν τοῖς 
πάλαι χρόνοις ἢ ἀνδρείας ἢ φιλίας εἴτε 
τινὸς ἑτέρας ἀνδραγαθίας ἔργον µνήµης 
ἄξιον                     ἐπιδειξαµένους ἀνδριᾶσι 
λέγεται καὶ στήλαις τιµῆσαι. Οἱ δὲ µετὰ 
ταῦτα, τὴν τῶν προγόνων ἀγνοήσαντες 
γνώµην, καὶ ὅτι µνήµης ἕνεκα µόνον           
τοῖς       ἐπαινετόν τι              
ποιήσασιν                     ἀνδριάντας           
            καὶ στήλας ἀνέστησαν, κατὰ µικρὸν 
πλανώµενοι τῇ τοῦ ἀρχεκάκου δαίµονος 
ἐνεργείᾳ, ὡς ἀθανάτοις θεοῖς τοῖς 
ὁµοιοπαθέσι καὶ φθαρτοῖς ἀνθρώποις 
προσετέθησαν, καὶ θυσίας αὐτοῖς 
             καὶ σπονδὰς ἐπενοήσαντο.
                              Σεροὺχ ἐκεῖνον ἔφησε 
πρῶτον τὰ τοῦ Ἑλληνισµοῦ           
                  ἐκευρεῖν. Τοὺς γὰρ ἐν τοῖς 
πάλαι χρόνοις ἢ ἀνδρείας ἢ φιλίας, εἴτε 
τινὸς ἑτέρας ἀρετῆς          ἔργον µνήµης 
ἄξιον καὶ σπουδῆς ἐπιδειξαµένους ἀνδριᾶσι 
λέγεται καὶ στήλαις τιµῆσαι. Οἱ δὲ µετὰ 
ταῦτα, τὴν τῶν προγόνων ἀγνοήσαντες 
γνώµην, καὶ ὅτι µνήµης ἕνεκα µόνον 
αὐτοὺς ὡς ἐπαινετόν τι πρᾶγµα 
πεποιηκὸτας, ἐτίµηαν, καὶ ἀνδριάντας 
αὐτοῖς καὶ στήλας ἀνέστησαν, 
                  ὡς ἀθανάτοις θεοῖς τοῖς 
ὁµοιοπαθέσιν ἀνθρώποις καὶ φθαρτοῖς 
προσετέθησαν καὶ θυσίας αὐτοῖς καὶ τιµὰς 
καὶ πανηγύρεις ἐπενοήσαντο.
Here,744  the redactor adds a reference to ‘demons’, whereas in the comparison between 
chapter 17 and John of Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 3, we have seen that he removed the 
reference to ‘demons’. There are other ways in which the redactor uses Symeon 
Metaphrastes’ works:745  sometimes he quotes a sentence (or a line) from one work, and 
then jumps to quote a sentence (or line) from another work (and continues to do this); 
while at other times he quotes a sentence (or line) from one chapter of one particular 
work and follows this with another sentence (or line) from a different chapter of the 
same work (and continues to do this). The redactor does this on a number of 
occasions.746  The same pattern recurs throughout B&I: the redactor will quote from or 
refer to one author (even if he jumps between texts, or chapters of a text) before moving 
on to a different author. When there are large sections of quoted text from one author 
this is what he will do; only infrequently will the redactor copy large sections of text 
into the novel.747  Here we must ask: if Symeon Metaphrastes is the redactor of B&I, 
why then, when he quotes his own texts, does he try to improve upon the original?
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744 It has been suggested that the Acts of Catherine contain fragments of a lost Christian Apology which is 
by the hand of the redactor of B&I. This thesis remains unproven. See J. A. Robinson, ‘Passion of St. 
Catherine’ (1923-4): 246-53. 
745 See B&I 29, 30, 32, 33, 35, 39, 40.
746 See the above noted chapters.
747  This is the reason why there are so few comparisons which we have discussed: the redactor of B&I 
rarely inserts large sections of text.
iii) The Bible
We have seen in chapter 2.D.iii of this thesis how the redactor of B&I treats the Bible. 
In some cases he quotes Bible passages verbatim: for example in B&I chapter 6, the 
parable of the sower is almost word for word as it is in Matthew. In another case, as we 
have seen, the redactor paraphrases the content of Luke, but quotes some parts of it  (the 
parable of the lost sheep, and the parable of the prodigal son). Finally, we have seen 
how in B&I chapter 9, the redactor quotes – in part  – 1 Corinthians 15. How else does 
the redactor of B&I use the Bible?
B&I Chapter 9 Matthew 25:31-6
Καὶ πάλιν λέγει· Ὅταν ἔλθῃ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῇ δόξῃ αὐτοῦ καὶ πάντες οἱ 
ἅγιοι ἄγγελοι µετ᾽ αὐτοῦ, 
                                     καὶ συναχθήσονται 
ἔµπροσθεν αὐτοῦ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη καὶ 
ἀφοριεῖ αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων, ὥσπερ ὁ 
ποιµὴν ἀφορίζει τὰ πρόβατα ἀπὸ τῶν 
ἐρίφων, καὶ στήσει τὰ µὲν πρόβατα ἐκ 
δεξιῶν αὐτοῦ, τὰ δὲ ἐρίφια ἐξ εὐωνύµων. 
Τότε ἐρεῖ ὁ βασιλεὺς τοῖς ἐκ δεξιῶν αὐτοῦ· 
>Δεῦτε οἱ εὐλογηµένοι τοῦ πατρός µου, 
κληρονοµήσατε τὴν ἡτοιµασµένην ὑµῖν 
βασιλείαν ἀπὸ καταβολῆς κόσµου· 
ἐπείνασα γὰρ καὶ ἐδώκατέ µοι φαγεῖν, 
ἐδίψησα καὶ ἐποτίσατέ µε, ξένος ἤµην καὶ 
συνηγάγετέ µε, γυµνὸς καὶ περιεβάλετέ µε, 
ἠσθένησα καὶ ἐπεσκέψασθέ µε, ἐν φυλακῇ 
ἤµην καὶ ἤλθετε πρός µε.<
                       Ὅταν ἔλθῃ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῇ δόξῃ αὐτοῦ καὶ πάντες οἱ    
ἄγγελοι µετ᾽ αὐτοῦ, τότε καθίσει ἐπὶ 
θρόνου δόξης αὐτοῦ· καὶ συναχθήσονται 
ἔµπροσθεν αὐτοῦ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, καὶ 
ἀφοριεῖ αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων, ὥσπερ ὁ 
ποιµὴν ἀφορίζει τὰ πρόβατα ἀπὸ τῶν 
ἐρίφων, καὶ στήσει τὰ µὲν πρόβατα ἐκ 
δεξιῶν αὐτοῦ τὰ δὲ ἐρίφια ἐξ εὐωνύµων. 
τότε ἐρεῖ ὁ βασιλεὺς τοῖς ἐκ δεξιῶν αὐτοῦ, 
Δεῦτε, οἱ εὐλογηµένοι τοῦ πατρός µου, 
κληρονοµήσατε τὴν ἡτοιµασµένην ὑµῖν 
βασιλείαν ἀπὸ καταβολῆς κόσµου· 
ἐπείνασα γὰρ καὶ ἐδώκατέ µοι φαγεῖν, 
ἐδίψησα καὶ ἐποτίσατέ µε, ξένος ἤµην καὶ 
συνηγάγετέ µε, γυµνὸς καὶ περιεβάλετέ µε, 
ἠσθένησα καὶ ἐπεσκέψασθέ µε, ἐν φυλακῇ 
ἤµην καὶ ἤλθετε πρός µε.
B&I Chapter 9 Hebrews 4:12-3
Ζῶν γάρ, φησίν, ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ 
ἐνεργὴς καὶ τοµώτερος ὑπὲρ πᾶσαν 
µάχαιραν δίστοµον καὶ διϊκνούµενος ἄχρι 
µερισµοῦ ψυχῆς τε καὶ πνεύµατος, ἁρµῶν 
τε καὶ µυελῶν, καὶ κριτικὸς ἐνθυµήσεων 
καὶ ἐννοιῶν καρδίας· καὶ οὐκ ἔστι κτίσις 
ἀφανὴς ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, πάντα δὲ γυµνὰ καὶ 
τετραχηλισµένα τοῖς ὀφθαλµοῖς αὐτοῦ, 
πρὸς ὃν ἡµῖν ὁ λόγος. 
Ζῶν γὰρ           ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ 
ἐνεργὴς καὶ τοµώτερος ὑπὲρ πᾶσαν 
µάχαιραν δίστοµον καὶ διϊκνούµενος ἄχρι 
µερισµοῦ ψυχῆς     καὶ πνεύµατος, ἁρµῶν 
τε καὶ µυελῶν, καὶ κριτικὸς ἐνθυµήσεων 
καὶ ἐννοιῶν καρδίας· καὶ οὐκ ἔστι κτίσις 
ἀφανὴς ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, πάντα δὲ γυµνὰ καὶ 
τετραχηλισµένα τοῖς ὀφθαλµοῖς αὐτοῦ, 
πρὸς ὃν ἡµῖν ὁ λόγος. 
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Compared to other examples we have looked at in this study, these two quotes from the 
Bible are relatively short. Here, the redactor of B&I does not change the inserted 
biblical verses, or at  least, any changes he does make are small, as if he did not want to 
corrupt the Bible. However, is this true throughout B&I?
B&I Chapter 11 Galatians 5:16, 19-23
Φησὶ γὰρ ὁ ἀπόστολος· Ἐν πνεύµατι 
περιπατεῖτε καὶ ἐπιθυµίαν σαρκὸς οὐ µὴ 
τελέσητε.       Φανερὰ δέ ἐστι τὰ ἔργα τῆς 
σαρκός, ἅτινά ἐστι µοιχεία, πορνεία, 
ἀκαθαρσία, ἀσέλγεια, εἰδωλολατρία, 
φαρµακεία, ἔχθραι, ἔρεις, ζῆλοι, θυµοί, 
ἐριθεῖαι, διχοστασίαι, αἱρέσεις, φθόνοι, 
φιλαργυρίαι, λοιδορίαι, φιληδονίαι, µέθαι, 
κῶµοι, ὑπερηφανίαι καὶ τὰ ὅµοια τούτοις, ἃ 
προλέγω ὑµῖν καθὼς καὶ προεῖπον, ὅτι οἱ 
τὰ τοιαῦτα πράσσοντες βασιλείαν θεοῦ οὐ 
κληρονοµήσουσιν. Ὁ δὲ καρπὸς τοῦ 
πνεύµατός ἐστιν ἀγάπη, χαρά, εἰρήνη, 
µακροθυµία, χρηστότης, ἀγαθωσύνη, 
πίστις, πραότης, ἐγκράτεια.
Λέγω δέ,                              πνεύµατι 
περιπατεῖτε καὶ ἐπιθυµίαν σαρκὸς οὐ µὴ 
τελέσητε. [...] φανερὰ δέ ἐστι τὰ ἔργα τῆς 
σαρκός, ἅτινά ἐστιν         πορνεία, 
ἀκαθαρσία, ἀσέλγεια, εἰδωλολατρία, 
φαρµακεία, ἔχθραι, ἔρις, ζῆλος, θυµοί, 
ἐριθεῖαι, διχοστασίαι, αἱρέσεις, φθόνοι, 
µέθαι, κῶµοι,                  καὶ τὰ ὅµοια 
τούτοις, ἃ προλέγω ὑµῖν καθὼς προεῖπον 
ὅτι οἱ τὰ τοιαῦτα πράσσοντες βασιλείαν 
θεοῦ οὐ κληρονοµήσουσιν. Ὁ δὲ καρπὸς 
τοῦ πνεύµατός ἐστιν ἀγάπη, χαρά, εἰρήνη, 
µακροθυµία, χρηστότης, ἀγαθωσύνη, 
πίστις, πραΰτης, ἐγκράτεια· κατὰ τῶν 
τοιούτων οὐκ ἔστιν νόµος. 
Here the redactor adds further ideas of ‘works against the flesh’, which are not 
contained in the Galatians passage. This is not wholly unsurprising given the nature and 
content of B&I.748 
 The following passage from Matthew is an example of how the redactor will 
jump between chapters of a text he inserts:
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748  We reflect back to the original version of B&I, The Life of Buddha, and how Buddhists deny fleshly 
desires. Similar traits and ideas can be located in B&I because hermits, like Barlaam, also deny fleshly 
desires.
B&I Chapter 11 Matthew 5:34, 37-42, 44-5, 
(Luke 6:37)
6:14, 19, 21, 25, 32, 26, 28, 33-4, 7:12-4, 
21, 10:37-8
Ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῦ νόµου τὴν ἐπιορκίαν 
κωλύοντος ὁ Χριστὸς οὐδὲ ὅλως ὀµνύειν 
πλὴν τοῦ ναὶ καὶ τοῦ οὒ ἐνετείλατο.
                                               Ὀφθαλµὸν 
ἀντὶ ὀφθαλµοῦ καὶ ὀδόντα ἀντὶ ὀδόντος 
ἐκεῖ, ἐνταῦθα δέ· 
                          Ὅστις σε ῥαπίσει ἐπὶ τὴν 
δεξιὰν σιαγόνα,         στρέψον αὐτῷ, φησί, 
καὶ τὴν ἄλλην· καὶ τῷ θέλοντί σοι κριθῆναι 
καὶ τὸν χιτῶνά σου λαβεῖν, ἄφες αὐτῷ καὶ 
τὸ ἱµάτιον· καὶ ὅστις σε ἀγγαρεύσει µίλιον 
ἕν, ὕπαγε µετ᾽ αὐτοῦ δύο· τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε 
δίδου, καὶ τὸν θέλοντα ἀπὸ σοῦ 
δανείσασθαι µὴ ἀποστραφῇς. 
               Ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν, 
εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωµένους ὑµᾶς, καλῶς 
ποιεῖτε τοῖς µισοῦσιν ὑµᾶς καὶ 
προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑµᾶς 
καὶ διωκόντων, ὅπως γένησθε υἱοὶ τοῦ 
πατρὸς ὑµῶν τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς, ὅτι τὸν 
ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει ἐπὶ πονηροὺς καὶ 
ἀγαθοὺς καὶ βρέχει ἐπὶ δικαίους καὶ 
ἀδίκους.           Μὴ κρίνετε, καὶ οὐ µὴ 
κριθῆτε· 
                                          ἄφετε, 
καὶ ἀφεθήσεται ὑµῖν. 
      Μὴ θησαυρίζετε ὑµῖν θησαυροὺς ἐπὶ 
τῆς γῆς, ὅπου σὴς καὶ βρῶσις ἀφανίζει, καὶ 
ὅπου κλέπται διορύσσουσιν καὶ 
κλέπτουσιν· ὅπου γάρ ἐστιν ὁ θησαυρὸς 
ὑµῶν,       ἐκεῖ ἔσται καὶ ἡ καρδία ὑµῶν. 
                                                 Μὴ 
µεριµνᾶτε τῇ ψυχῇ ὑµῶν τί φάγητε καὶ τί 
πίητε, µήτε τῷ σώµατι ὑµῶν τί 
ἐνδύσησθε· 
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν µὴ ὀµόσαι ὅλως· µήτε ἐν 
τῷ οὐρανῷ, ὅτι θρόνος ἐστὶν τοῦ θεοῦ· 
          [...] ἔστω δὲ ὁ λόγος ὑµῶν ναὶ ναί, οὒ 
οὔ: τὸ δὲ περισσὸν τούτων ἐκ τοῦ πονηροῦ 
ἐστιν. Ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη, Ὀφθαλµὸν 
ἀντὶ ὀφθαλµοῦ καὶ ὀδόντα ἀντὶ ὀδόντος. 
ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑµῖν µὴ ἀντιστῆναι τῷ 
πονηρῷ· ἀλλ᾽ ὅστις σε ῥαπίζει εἰς τὴν 
δεξιὰν σιαγόνα [σου], στρέψον αὐτῷ          
καὶ τὴν ἄλλην· καὶ τῷ θέλοντί σοι κριθῆναι 
καὶ τὸν χιτῶνά σου λαβεῖν, ἄφες αὐτῷ καὶ 
τὸ ἱµάτιον· καὶ ὅστις σε ἀγγαρεύσει µίλιον 
ἕν, ὕπαγε µετ᾽ αὐτοῦ δύο. τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε 
δίδου, καὶ τὸν θέλοντα ἀπὸ σοῦ 
δανείσασθαι µὴ ἀποστραφῇς[...] ἐγὼ δὲ 
λέγω ὑµῖν, ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑµῶν 
                                            καὶ 
προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν 
διωκόντων ὑµᾶς, ὅπως γένησθε υἱοὶ τοῦ 
πατρὸς ὑµῶν τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς, ὅτι τὸν 
ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει ἐπὶ πονηροὺς καὶ 
ἀγαθοὺς καὶ βρέχει ἐπὶ δικαίους καὶ 
ἀδίκους. [...] (Καὶ µὴ κρίνετε, καὶ οὐ µὴ 
κριθῆτε· καὶ µὴ καταδικάζετε, καὶ οὐ µὴ 
καταδικασθῆτε. ἀπολύετε, καὶ 
ἀπολυθήσεσθε· [...]) Ἐὰν γὰρ ἀφῆτε τοῖς 
ἀνθρώποις τὰ παραπτώµατα αὐτῶν,           
ἀφήσει καὶ ὑµῖν ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν ὁ οὐράνιος· 
[...] Μὴ θησαυρίζετε ὑµῖν θησαυροὺς ἐπὶ 
τῆς γῆς, ὅπου σὴς καὶ βρῶσις ἀφανίζει, καὶ 
ὅπου κλέπται διορύσσουσιν καὶ 
κλέπτουσιν· [...] ὅπου γάρ ἐστιν ὁ 
θησαυρός σου, ἐκεῖ ἔσται καὶ ἡ καρδία 
σου. [...] Διὰ τοῦτο λέγω ὑµῖν, µὴ 
µεριµνᾶτε τῇ ψυχῇ ὑµῶν τί φάγητε [ἢ τί 
πίητε,] µηδὲ τῷ σώµατι ὑµῶν τί 
ἐνδύσησθε· οὐχὶ ἡ ψυχὴ πλεῖόν 
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B&I Chapter 11 Matthew 5:34, 37-42, 44-5, 
(Luke 6:37)
6:14, 19, 21, 25, 32, 26, 28, 33-4, 7:12-4, 
21, 10:37-8
                                 οἶδε γὰρ ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν 
ὁ οὐράνιος ὅτι χρῄζετε τούτων ἁπάντων.  
Ὁ οὖν τὴν ψυχὴν δοὺς καὶ τὸ σῶµα δώσει 
πάντως καὶ τροφὴν καὶ ἔνδυµα, 
ὁ τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τρέφων 
                     
                    καὶ 
                                      τὰ κρίνα τοῦ ἀγροῦ 
τοιαύτῃ κοσµῶν ὡραιότητι.                          
                    Ζητεῖτε δέ, φησί, πρῶτον τὴν 
βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην 
αὐτοῦ, καὶ ταῦτα πάντα προστεθήσεται 
ὑµῖν. Μὴ µεριµνήσητε εἰς τὴν αὔριον· ἡ 
γὰρ αὔριον τὰ ἑαυτῆς µεριµνήσει. 
                                     Πάντα            ὅσα 
ἂν θέλητε ἵνα ποιῶσιν ὑµῖν οἱ ἄνθρωποι, 
οὕτω καὶ ὑµεῖς ποιεῖτε αὐτοῖς. 
                                                 Εἰσέλθετε 
διὰ τῆς στενῆς πύλης, ὅτι πλατεῖα ἡ πύλη 
καὶ εὐρύχωρος ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ ἀπάγουσα εἰς τὴν 
ἀπώλειαν, καὶ πολλοί εἰσιν οἱ εἰσερχόµενοι 
δι᾽ αὐτῆς· τί στενὴ ἡ πύλη καὶ τεθλιµµένη 
ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ ἀπάγουσα εἰς τὴν ζωήν, καὶ ὀλίγοι 
εἰσὶν οἱ εὑρίσκοντες αὐτήν. Οὐ πᾶς ὁ 
λέγων µοι >κύριε, κύριε< εἰσελεύσεται εἰς 
τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ ποιῶν 
τὸ θέληµα τοῦ πατρός µου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς. 
       Ὁ φιλῶν πατέρα ἢ µητέρα ὑπὲρ ἐµὲ 
οὐκ ἔστι µου ἄξιος, καὶ ὁ φιλῶν υἱὸν ἢ 
θυγατέρα ὑπὲρ ἐµὲ οὐκ ἔστι µου ἄξιος· καὶ 
ὃς οὐ λαµβάνει τὸν σταυρὸν αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ἀκολουθεῖ ὀπίσω µου, οὐκ ἔστι µου ἄξιος. 
ἐστιν τῆς τροφῆς καὶ τὸ σῶµα τοῦ 
ἐνδύµατος; [...] πάντα γὰρ ταῦτα τὰ ἔθνη 
ἐπιζητοῦσιν· οἶδεν γὰρ ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν ὁ 
οὐράνιος ὅτι χρῄζετε τούτων ἁπάντων. [...] 
                                              ἐµβλέψατε εἰς 
τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὅτι οὐ σπείρουσιν 
οὐδὲ θερίζουσιν οὐδὲ συνάγουσιν εἰς 
ἀποθήκας, καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ὑµῶν ὁ οὐράνιος 
τρέφει αὐτά· οὐχ ὑµεῖς µᾶλλον διαφέρετε 
αὐτῶν; [...] καὶ περὶ ἐνδύµατος τί 
µεριµνᾶτε; καταµάθετε τὰ κρίνα τοῦ ἀγροῦ 
πῶς αὐξάνουσιν· οὐ κοπιῶσιν οὐδὲ 
νήθουσιν· [...] ζητεῖτε δὲ         πρῶτον τὴν 
βασιλείαν [τοῦ θεοῦ] καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην 
αὐτοῦ, καὶ ταῦτα πάντα προστεθήσεται 
ὑµῖν. µὴ οὖν µεριµνήσητε εἰς τὴν αὔριον, ἡ 
γὰρ αὔριον µεριµνήσει ἑαυτῆς· ἀρκετὸν τῇ 
ἡµέρᾳ ἡ κακία αὐτῆς. [...] Πάντα οὖν ὅσα 
ἐὰν θέλητε ἵνα ποιῶσιν ὑµῖν οἱ ἄνθρωποι, 
οὕτω καὶ ὑµεῖς ποιεῖτε αὐτοῖς· οὗτος γάρ 
ἐστιν ὁ νόµος καὶ οἱ προφῆται. Εἰσέλθατε 
διὰ τῆς στενῆς πύλης· ὅτι πλατεῖα ἡ πύλη 
καὶ εὐρύχωρος ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ ἀπάγουσα εἰς τὴν 
ἀπώλειαν, καὶ πολλοί εἰσιν οἱ εἰσερχόµενοι 
δι᾽ αὐτῆς· τί στενὴ ἡ πύλη καὶ τεθλιµµένη 
ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ ἀπάγουσα εἰς τὴν ζωήν, καὶ ὀλίγοι 
εἰσὶν οἱ εὑρίσκοντες αὐτήν. Οὐ πᾶς ὁ 
λέγων µοι Κύριε κύριε, εἰσελεύσεται εἰς 
τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ ποιῶν 
τὸ θέληµα τοῦ πατρός µου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς. 
[...] Ὁ φιλῶν πατέρα ἢ µητέρα ὑπὲρ ἐµὲ 
οὐκ ἔστιν µου ἄξιος· καὶ ὁ φιλῶν υἱὸν ἢ 
θυγατέρα ὑπὲρ ἐµὲ οὐκ ἔστι µου ἄξιος· καὶ 
ὃς οὐ λαµβάνει τὸν σταυρὸν αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ἀκολουθεῖ ὀπίσω µου, οὐκ ἔστι µου ἄξιος. 
This comparison could be described as a fairly ‘tame’ example749  of how the redactor 
moves through the chapters of Matthew and inserts small phrases or whole verses. 
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749  By this we refer to other examples (some of which are highlighted below) where the redactor jumps 
from chapter h, to chapter a, to chapter y, to chapter b, to chapter i.
There are similar examples, but these are not continuous,750  and are not worth 
discussing751  because the order of the Greek B&I version of the Apology is the same as 
the Armenian, Syriac and Greek fragment versions.752  Further close comparison 
between B&I and the Bible can also be located:
B&I Chapter 20 1 Peter 1:17-9
Εἰ πατέρα, φησίν, ἐπικαλεῖσθε τὸν 
ἀπροσωπολήπτως κρίνοντα κατὰ τὸ 
ἑκάστου ἔργον, ἐν φόβῳ τὸν τῆς παροικίας 
ὑµῶν χρόνον ἀναστράφητε, εἰδότες ὅτι οὐ 
φθαρτοῖς, ἀργυρίῳ ἢ χρυσίῳ, ἐλυτρώθητε 
ἐκ τῆς µαταίας ὑµῶν ἀναστροφῆς 
πατροπαραδότου, ἀλλὰ τιµίῳ αἵµατι ὡς 
ἀµνοῦ ἀµώµου καὶ ἀσπίλου Χριστοῦ.
Καὶ εἰ πατέρα ἐπικαλεῖσθε τὸν 
ἀπροσωπολήπτως κρίνοντα κατὰ τὸ 
ἑκάστου ἔργον, ἐν φόβῳ τὸν τῆς παροικίας 
ὑµῶν χρόνον ἀναστράφητε, εἰδότες ὅτι οὐ 
φθαρτοῖς, ἀργυρίῳ ἢ χρυσίῳ ἐλυτρώθητε 
ἐκ τῆς µαταίας ὑµῶν ἀναστροφῆς 
πατροπαραδότου, ἀλλὰ τιµίῳ αἵµατι ὡς 
ἀµνοῦ ἀµώµου καὶ ἀσπίλου Χριστοῦ
B&I Chapter 32 Psalm 101:25-7 Hebrews 1:10-2
Καὶ αὖθις ὁ ψαλµῳδός φησι· 
           Κατ᾽ ἀρχάς, κύριε, 
τὴν γῆν ἐθεµελίωσας, καὶ 
ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σού εἰσιν οἱ 
οὐρανοί· αὐτοὶ ἀπολοῦνται, 
σὺ δὲ διαµένεις, καὶ πάντες 
ὡς ἱµάτιον παλαιωθήσονται, 
καὶ ὡσεὶ περιβόλαιον ἑλίξεις 
αὐτούς, καὶ ἀλλαγήσονται· 
σὺ δὲ ὁ αὐτὸς εἶ καὶ τὰ ἔτη 
σου οὐκ ἐκλείψουσι. 
Κατ᾽ ἀρχάς τὴν γῆν σὺ 
Κύριε ἐθεµελίωσας, καὶ 
ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σού εἰσιν οἱ 
οὐρανοί. Αὐτοὶ ἀπολοῦνται, 
σὺ δὲ διαµένεις· καὶ πάντες 
ὡς ἱµάτιον παλαιωθήσονται, 
καὶ ὡσεὶ περιβόλαιον ἑλίξεις 
αὐτούς, καὶ ἀλλαγήσοντα. 
Σὺ δὲ ὁ αὐτὸς εἶ, καὶ τὰ ἔτη 
σου οὐκ ἐκλείψουσι·
καί, Σὺ κατ᾽ ἀρχάς, κύριε, 
τὴν γῆν ἐθεµελίωσας, καὶ 
ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σού εἰσιν οἱ 
οὐρανοί· αὐτοὶ ἀπολοῦνται, 
σὺ δὲ διαµένεις· καὶ πάντες 
ὡς ἱµάτιον παλαιωθήσονται, 
καὶ ὡσεὶ περιβόλαιον ἑλίξεις 
αὐτούς, καὶ ἀλλαγήσονται· 
σὺ δὲ ὁ αὐτὸς εἶ καὶ τὰ ἔτη 
σου οὐκ ἐκλείψουσι. 
In these shorter comparisons, the redactor of B&I has copied the Bible word for word. 
The only  difference is that in the second comparison, the redactor has used Hebrews as 
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750 By this we refer to the above, of how the redactor will jump between different chapters and/or verses.
751  For example, in chapter 9, the redactor of B&I quotes a number of passages from Isaiah: in order of 
use 66:22-4, 34:4, 13:9-11, 5:18, 5:20, 5:22-3, 10:2-4, 5:24. This is followed by the redactor referring to 
parts of the Wisdom of Solomon 1. In chapter 10, the redactor refers to Isaiah 51:11,  58:8-9, 43:25-6, 
1:18, 1:20. In chapter 11, he quotes small sections of Galatians 5 (verses 16, 19-23. There is however 
little lexical similarity between Galatians and B&I). Chapter 17 refers to the Wisdom of Solomon 
(11:15-18, 20, 21-3, 24, 26). Chapter 23 refers to 4 Maccabees 5.  Chapter 32 quotes small passages from 
Ezekiel (33:11, 12, 14-6). Chapter 40 quotes a number of Psalms (26: 9-12, 21:11-12, 142:8, 10).
752 There is one exception which is discussed at the end of this chapter.
his source and not Psalms.753 This is evident in the opening line of comparison between 
the three texts.
 The redactor of B&I quotes from very many texts besides the Bible and those 
authored by John of Damascus and Symeon Metaphrastes. Does he similarly quote at 
length from other authors, or does he insert only small sections of their texts?
iv) Other external sources
The redactor of B&I inserts quotes from a number of other church fathers.  First of all, 
he frequently draws on the work of Gregory Nazianzenus, although on only  a few 
occasions are his Orationes quoted at length:
B&I Chapter 15 Orationes 19.4
Υἱοὶ ἀνθρώπων, ἕως πότε βαρυκάρδιοι; 
Ἵνα τί ἀγαπᾶτε µαταιότητα καὶ ζητεῖτε 
ψεῦδος; Ὥσπερ καὶ τῶν ἡµετέρων σοφῶν 
διδασκάλων θεολογικώτατός τις ἀνὴρ 
συνᾴδων τῷ αὐτῷ προφήτῃ καί τινα παρ’ 
ἑαυτῷ προστιθεὶς ἐµβοᾷ πᾶσιν ὡς ἐξ 
ἀπόπτου τινὸς καὶ ὑψηλοτάτης περιωπῆς· 
Υἱοὶ ἀνθρώπων, ἕως πότε βαρυκάρδιοι; 
  
                                      Ἵνα τί ἀγαπᾶτε 
µαταιότητα καὶ ζητεῖτε  ψεῦδος, µέγα τι τὸν 
ἐνταῦθα βίον καὶ τὴν τρυφὴν καὶ τὸ 
µικρὸν δοξάριον καὶ τὴν ταπεινὴν 
δυναστείαν καὶ τὴν ψευδοµένην εὐηµερίαν 
ὑπολαµβάνοντες; Ἃ µὴ τῶν ἐχόντων 
µᾶλλόν ἐστιν ἢ τῶν ἐλπισάντων, οὐδὲ 
τούτων µᾶλλον ἢ τῶν οὐδὲ 
προσδοκησάντων· ὥσπερ χοῦς ὑπὸ 
λαίλαπος ἄλλοτε εἰς ἄλλους ῥιπιζόµενα καὶ 
µεταρριπτούµενα ἢ ὥσπερ      καπνὸς 
διαρρέοντα καὶ ὡς ὄναρ παίζοντα καὶ ὡς 
σκιὰ µὴ κρατούµενα, οὔτε ἀπόντα 
δυσέλπιστα τοῖς οὐ κεκτηµένοις, οὔτε 
παρόντα πιστὰ τοῖς ἔχουσιν.
Υἱοὶ ἀνθρώπων, ἕως πότε βαρυκάρδιοι, 
(προοιµιάσοµαι γὰρ πρὸς ὑµᾶς ἐκ τοῦ 
µεγαλοφωνοτάτου Δαβίδ); Ἵνα τί ἀγαπᾶτε 
µαταιότητα, καὶ ζητεῖτε ψεῦδος, µέγα τι τὸν 
ἐνταῦθα βίον, καὶ τὴν τρυφήν, καὶ τὸ 
µικρὸν δοξάριον, καὶ τὴν ταπεινὴν 
δυναστείαν, καὶ τὴν ψευδοµένην εὐηµερίαν  
ὑπολαµβάνοντες; Ἃ µὴ τῶν ἐχόντων 
µᾶλλόν ἐστιν ἢ τῶν ἐλπισάντων, οὐδὲ 
τούτων µᾶλλον ἢ τῶν οὐδὲ 
προσδοκησάντων· ὥσπερ χοῦς ὑπὸ 
λαίλαπος ἄλλοτε εἰς ἄλλους ῥιπιζόµενα τε 
καὶ µεταρριπτούµενα ἢ ὥσπερ καπνὸς 
διαρρέοντα, καὶ ὡς ὄναρ παίζοντα, καὶ ὡς 
σκιὰ µὴ κρατούµενα· οὔτε ἀπόντα 
δυσέλπιστα τοῖς οὐ κεκτηµένοις, οὔτε 
παρόντα πιστὰ τοῖς ἔχουσιν.
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753  The redactor has dropped the use of σὺ which is used in the opening sentence of both Psalms and 
Hebrews.
B&I Chapter 19 Orationes 40.45.16-20
Πίστευε µὴ οὐσίαν τινὰ εἶναι τοῦ  κακοῦ 
ἢ βασιλείαν, µηδὲ ἄναρχον αὐτὴν 
ὑπολάµβανε ἢ παρ᾽ ἑαυτῆς ὑποστᾶσαν ἢ 
παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ γενοµένην – ἄπαγε τῆς 
ἀτοπίας –, ἀλλ᾽ ἡµέτερον ἔργον τοῦτο καὶ 
τοῦ διαβόλου, ἐκ τῆς ἡµετέρας ἀπροσεξίας 
ἐπεισελθὸν ἡµῖν [...]
Πίστευε, µὴ οὐσίαν εἶναί τινα τοῦ κακοῦ, 
µήτε βασιλείαν, ἢ ἄναρχον, 
                      ἢ παρ᾽ ἑαυτῆς ὑποστᾶσαν, ἢ 
παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ γενοµένην, 
         ἀλλ᾽ ἡµέτερον ἔργον εἶναι τοῦτο καὶ 
τοῦ πονηροῦ, ἐκ τῆς               ἀπροσεξίας 
ἐπεισελθὸν ἡµῖν, ἀλλ’ οὐχὶ τοῦ κτίσαντος.
In the first comparison we can see the extent to which the redactor copies from the 
nineteenth oration of Gregory Nazianzenus. He not only copies the church father, but 
also repeats the opening phrase.754  The second comparison, between B&I chapter 19 
and Orationes chapter 40 is fairly similar: the redactor makes only stylistic additions.755 
The only theological difference is the replacement of πονηροῦ (‘of evil’) with διαβόλου 
(‘of demon’). This theological difference is not surprising considering how often the 
redactor refers to διάβολος in B&I.756
 Another church father whose texts are used a number of times is John 
Chrysostom:
B&I Chapter 20 De Anna 4.5
Ὁ γὰρ διαθερµάνας αὐτοῦ τὴν διάνοιαν, 
καθάπερ τις τῶν ἁγίων ἔφησε, καὶ τὴν 
ψυχὴν ἀναστήσας καὶ πρὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν 
ἑαυτὸν µετοικήσας καὶ οὕτω τὸν δεσπότην 
τὸν ἑαυτοῦ καλέσας, καὶ περὶ τῶν ἰδίων 
ἁµαρτηµάτων ἀναµνησθεὶς καὶ περὶ τῆς 
συγχωρήσεως τούτων        διαλεχθείς, καὶ 
δάκρυσι θερµοτάτοις δεηθεὶς ἵλεω 
γενέσθαι αὐτῷ τὸν φιλάνθρωπον, ἀπὸ τῆς 
ἐν τοῖς λόγοις καὶ διαλογισµοῖς τούτοις 
διατριβῆς πᾶσαν ἀποτίθεται βιωτικὴν 
φροντίδα                              καὶ τῶν 
ἀνθρωπίνων παθῶν ὑψηλότερος γίνεται.
Ὁ      διαθερµάνας αὐτοῦ τὴν διάνοιαν,
                                                    καὶ τὴν 
ψυχὴν ἀναστήσας, καὶ πρὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν 
ἑαυτὸν µετοικίσας, καὶ οὕτω τὸν Δεσπότην 
τὸν ἑαυτοῦ καλέσας, καὶ           τῶν         
ἁµαρτηµάτων ἀναµνησθεὶς, καὶ περὶ τῆς 
συγχωρήσεως τούτων αὐτῷ διαλεχθεὶς, καὶ 
παρακαλέσας                         ἵλεων 
γενέσθαι καὶ ἥµερον,                    ἀπὸ τῆς 
ἐν τοῖς λόγοις                               τούτοις 
διατριβῆς πᾶσαν ἀποτίθεται βιωτικὴν 
φροντίδα, καὶ πτεροῦται, καὶ τῶν 
ἀνθρωπίνων παθῶν ὑψηλότερος γίνεται· 
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754 Υἱοὶ ἀνθρώπων, ἕως πότε βαρυκάρδιοι; Ἵνα τί ἀγαπᾶτε µαταιότητα καὶ ζητεῖτε ψεῦδος (B&I 15)
755 For example ἄπαγε τῆς ἀτοπίας (B&I 19)
756  See chapter 2.D.v of this study. There are an additional two occasions where a long parallel between 
B&I and Gregory Nazianzenus’ Orationes can be located: chapter 19 of B&I refers (but does not 
explicitly quote) to Orationes 40 and chapter 24 of B&I refers to Orationes 16, 19 and 14. There are other 
uses of Gregory Nazianzenus’ texts,  however no lengthy parallels may be drawn between B&I and these 
texts.
The surrounding text of chapter 20 of B&I, where this section from De Anna is inserted, 
contains quotes from a variety of works by John Chrysostom, none of which are more 
than a few lines long or compare in depth to the original work: although one can see 
where the redactor of B&I has inserted the work of John Chrysostom, he has reworked 
the inserted text. The redactor does this elsewhere in B&I: in chapter 17 he quotes 
lines757  from John Chrysostom’s Ad populum Antiochenum; in chapter 25, he jumps 
between several of his works, quoting only small phrases or a sentence. Thus, with 
regard to the works of John Chrysostom, the redactor is willing to change the inserted 
text, or to refer only to short sections.
 There are many other works to which the redactor of B&I refers. For example, a 
large section of text in chapter 6 of B&I refers to Poema of Thomas Sebastocrator, as 
well as the Homiliae of Pseudo Macarius. The redactor draws information from these 
two texts but does not  quote either of them at any length.758  In chapter 15 of B&I, the 
redactor uses Nemesius Emesenus’ De natura hominis; however, although he refers to 
Nemesius’ work over a number of lines, he jumps from chapter to chapter quoting small 
sections of text. Similarly, in chapters 33 and 36 of B&I the redactor inserts small 
sections from Pope Agapetus’ Epistula Synodica, and in chapter 37 he uses a number of 
short quotes from Athanasius’ Vita Antonii.
 We must note here that the structure of the Greek B&I Apology is not exactly  
parallel to that of the Syriac and Armenian. The biggest noticeable difference is that 
some of the content of chapter 2 in the Armenian and Syriac versions does not appear 
until chapters 14 and 15 of the Greek B&I version.759  This displacement could have 
been caused by the redactor of B&I, albeit we have seen that this is not too likely.760 
From the way the redactor uses external sources, however, he could also here have 
jumped between verses, placing ideas he considers more appropriate later in the text: 
perhaps, he noticed that the Apology would flow better with the information on the Jews 
and Christians being placed in chapters 14 and 15 respectively, rather than in chapter 2. 
On the other hand, such speculation on the different ordering of the Apology is based on 
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757 47-8, 49-51, 52, 54-5.
758 Similar to the conclusion drawn when we compared chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology.
759 See appendix 3.
760  This displacement could have equally been caused by a previous redactor of the Greek text. See the 
above discussion on ‘Angels’.
the assumption that the Syriac represents the order of the Vorlage of B&I which is not 
certain, although underpinned in this case by the same order in the Armenian. There is 
no certainty  to ascertain which of the two arrangements of the Apology relate to the 
earlier Greek version. Moreover, the Greek fragments do not provide parallels with 
neither chapter 2, nor chapter 14, nor the beginning of chapter 15. It would appear more 
consistent, however, with his practice of dealing with other external sources that the 
redactor of B&I moved the passage on the Jews of the end of chapter 2 and inserted this 
part into chapters 14 and 15 of the Apology, especially  as the short description of the 
Jews and Christians from chapter 2 of the Apology now feels a little disjointed. 
 The evidence suggests that, for the most part, the redactor treats the Bible 
differently compared to other external sources. When quoting larger sections of text, he 
prefers to quote the Bible word for word, adding and removing very little, whereas with 
the work of the church fathers he often makes changes, preferring to add or remove 
sections of text. If the redactor has treated the Apology as he has treated the church 
fathers’ works (which is more likely, given the great authority that the Bible had gained 
in the Middle Ages), it is possible that the differences between the Greek B&I version 
and the Syriac version of the Apology are due to changes the redactor has made: he has 
skipped some parts of the text he had in front of him, and inserted additional ideas. If 
this is the case, the extent of the changes the redactor has made to the Vorlage he has 
copied from is unknown. There is one piece of evidence that casts doubt on this 
scenario: the redactor has not  changed important theological topics in chapter 15 of the 
Apology.761  Further, we have seen how ideas that run throughout B&I have not been 
inserted into the Apology: there are a number of cases where the redactor had the 
opportunity to insert his own ideas (that is to say, he was not relying on an external 
source), but did not. Hence, it  is possible that the redactor has attributed to the Apology 
a considerable authority and treated it with caution. 
 In the next chapter, we will look at how the Greek B&I version of the Apology 
compares to that in the Greek fragments.
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761 See the comparison between chapter 31 of B&I and the Apology: when discussing whether the Son is 
‘in’ or ‘with’ the Father, the Apology uses ἐν and B&I uses σύν.
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Chapter 3: Aristides’ Apology and the Greek Papyri of the Apology
A) P.Oxyrhynchus and P.Heidelberg
The comparison between the Greek B&I version of the Apology and the Greek Papyri 
must be broken into two sections. First we look at the two fragments of P.Oxy  and 
P.Heidel: these cover chapters 4.3 to 6.1 of the Apology. Then, we consider P.London 
and the B&I version of the Apology, covering chapters 15.6 to 16.1. The reason for this 
comparison has already been detailed;762  however, it is necessary to explain why one 
cannot do the same for the first two chapters of the Apology (which covers the 
Armenian tect). The Greek fragments are not only the earliest witness that are available 
to us, but they  are also in Greek, and therefore provide us with good material to 
compare to the Greek B&I, even if we would not use it  for a ‘reconstruction of the 
original text of the Apology of Aristides’.763  The fragments allow for an analysis of the 
potential differences and commonalities between the fragments and the Greek B&I 
version of the Apology. Unfortunately, such depth of analysis is not possible for the first 
two chapters.764 
 A number of times in this study I have compared the Greek B&I version to the 
Syriac and Armenian versions, to assess whether we can determine similar content 
between them. However, we are dealing with translations (Syriac or Armenian) from 
Greek. This constraint, naturally, does not exist in the case of the Greek fragments, 
where it  is possible to see the content omitted from the Greek B&I version, or indeed, 
what additions have been made to the Greek B&I version. Although an analysis such as 
this would prove useful, it would not help to isolate what the redactor of B&I has 
changed.  If the Syriac and Armenian versions of the Apology shared the same parent 
text,765  there would be greater similarities between those versions; whereas an analysis 
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762 See the Introduction to this study.
763  Pace C. Alpigiano, ‘L’Apologia di Aristide’  (1986): 337-54; K.-G. Essig,  ‘Erwägungen zum 
geschichtlichen Ort’ (1986): 165; C. Vona, L’Apologia (1950): 8-9. 
764 See E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 62 who analyses the first two chapters.
765 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 217.
between the Greek fragments and the Syriac766  would show greater differences. This 
were inevitable because, although B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre do suggest some 
similarity between the Syriac and Armenian texts,767  if, as they suggested, they  shared 
the same parent. Let us assess the extent to which the redactor of B&I may  have 
changed the Apology when he inserted it into the novel of B&I.768
P.Oxy XV 1778 and 
P.Heidel inv. G 1013
Syriac Apology according to 
B&I Chapter 27
4.3
(around twenty-four lines 
missing)
ἀ[ν]θρ[ώπων.
And from this we have 
perceived that the earth is 
not God but a creature of 
       God.
Τούτων οὕτως ὄντων οὐκ 
ἐνδέχεται τὴν γῆν εἶναι 
θεάν, ἀλλ᾿ 
ἔργον θεοῦ εἰς χρῆσιν 
ἀνθρώπων.
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766  See A.  Neppi Modona, ‘Aristide’  (1922): 324-7 for a comparison between just P.Oxy and the Syriac 
Apology. Modona does not compare it to the Greek B&I.,  K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen zum geschichtlichen 
Ort’ (1986): 173 compares P.Oxy and Greek B&I version of the Apology. C. Wessley, ‘Les plus anciens 
monuments’  (1924): 500-2 compares the Greek Apology and P.London but does not compare it to the 
Syriac.  Wessley concludes that the redactor of B&I has changed the Apology as the language of the Greek 
Apology is a lot similar in style to the Byzantine era. From the outset,  Wessley has an agenda: we will 
discover that P.Oxy has more similarity to the Greek B&I than P.London does. 
767 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 145.
768 We here follow D. Hagedorn, ‘Ein neues Fragment’ (2000): 42-3, instead of B. Pouderon and M.-J. 
Pierre, Apologie (2003): 294-6, who has restored the Greek fragments. This is because the work thus far 
produced by Pouderon and Pierre has been questionable. D. Hagedorn, ‘Ein neues Fragment’ (2000): 41 
believes the two fragments of P.Oxy and P.Heidel come from the same codex.
P.Oxy XV 1778 and 
P.Heidel inv. G 1013
Syriac Apology according to 
B&I Chapter 27
5.1
Οἱ δὲ] νοµί[ζοντες 
                   τὸ ὕδωρ] εἶνα[ι 
θν ἐπλανήθη]σαν. τὸ γ[ὰρ  
ὕδωρ γέ]γονεν [εἰς χρῆσιν 
ἀν]θρώπω[ν              καὶ 
κατακυ]ριεύετ[αι ὑπ᾽ 
αὐτῶν,]           
µ[ι]έν[εται 
            (naught to two 
lines missing – end of 
folio 1v. Beginning of 
folio 1r, six lines missing 
[...] [-------] µιαιροις [...] 
around sixteen lines 
missing)
και φθει] 
And in like manner again 
have those erred who have 
thought concerning water 
that it is God. 
For water was created for 
the use of man 
              and in many ways 
it is made subject to 
him. For it is changed, 
and receives defilement, 
and is corrupted, and 
loses its own nature when 
cooked with many things, 
and receives colours 
which are not its own; 
being moreover hardened 
by the cold and mixed and 
mingled with the 
excrement of men and 
beasts and with the blood 
of the slain: and it is 
compelled by workmen, 
by means of the 
compulsion of channels, to 
flow and be conducted 
against its own will, and to 
come into garden and 
other places, so as to 
cleanse and carry out all 
the filth of men, and wash 
away all defilement, and 
supply man’s need of 
itself. Wherefore it is 
impossible that water 
should be God, but it is a 
work of God and a part of 
the world.
Οἱ δὲ νοµίζοντες
            τὸ ὕδωρ εἶναι 
θεὸν ἐπλανήθησαν. Kαὶ 
αὐτὸ γὰρ εἰς χρῆσιν 
ἀνθρώπων γέγονε καὶ 
κατακυριεύεται ὑπ᾿ 
αὐτῶν,         
µιαίνεται 




                     καὶ ὑπὸ τοῦ 
κρύους πηγνύµενον 
                καὶ αἵµασι 
µολυνόµενον 
           καὶ εἰς πάντων τῶν 
ἀκαθάρτων πλύσιν 
ἀγόµενον.
                   Διὸ 
ἀδύνατον τὸ ὕδωρ 
εἶναι θεάν, ἀλλ᾿ 
ἔργον θεοῦ.
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P.Oxy XV 1778 and 
P.Heidel inv. G 1013
Syriac Apology according to 
B&I Chapter 27
5.2
               [σωµάτων. 
φθ]είρετα[ι] [δὲ καὶ 
κατὰ πο]λλοὺς [τρόπους 
ὑπὸ τῶ]ν ἀν[θρώπων 
σβεν]νύµε[νον καὶ 
φθει]ρόµενο(ν) [διὸ οὐκ 
ἐνδέχ]εται [τὸ πῦρ εἶναι 
θν] ἀλ[λ᾽ ἔργον θυ. 
So too those have erred 
not a little who thought 
concerning fire that it is 
God: 
for it too was created for 
the need of men: and in 
many ways it is made 
subject to them, in the 
service of food and in the 
preparation of ornaments 
        and the other things 
of which your majesty is 
aware: 
whilst in many ways it is 
extinguished 
                      and 
destroyed.
Οἱ δὲ νοµίζοντες 
                         τὸ πῦρ 
εἶναι θεὸν πλανῶνται. 
Tὸ γὰρ πῦρ ἐγένετο εἰς 
χρῆσιν ἀνθρώπων καὶ 
κατακυριεύεται ὑπ᾿ 
αὐτῶν, περιφερόµενον ἐκ 
τόπου εἰς τόπον εἰς ἕψησιν 
καὶ ὄπτησιν παντοδαπῶν 
κρεῶν καὶ 
         νεκρῶν σωµάτων, 
                                καὶ 
κατὰ πολλοὺς τρόπους ὑπὸ 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων φθείρεται 
σβεννύµενον.
                      Διὸ οὐκ 
ἐνδέχεται τὸ πῦρ εἶναι 




τὴν τῶ[ν] ἀν[έ[µων 
πνοὴν θν εἶναι, 
[πλανῶ]νται. 
φανερὰ [γάρ] ἐστιν ἡµῖν, 
ὅτι [δο]υλεύει ἑτέρῳ. 
And again those who have 
thought concerning the 
blast of winds that it is 
God, these also have 
erred: and this is evident 
to us, that these winds are 
subject to another, since 
sometimes their blast is 
increased and sometimes it 
is diminished and ceases, 
according to the 
commandment of Him 
who subjects them.
Οἱ δὲ νοµίζοντες 
τὴν τῶν ἀνέµων 
πνοὴν εἶναι θεὸν 
πλανῶνται. 
Φανερὸν γάρ ἐστιν 
ὅτι δουλεύει ἑτέρῳ
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P.Oxy XV 1778 and 
P.Heidel inv. G 1013





ποτὲ [µὲν γὰρ] 
α[ὔ]ξε[ι, ποτὲ] δὲ 
λήγει. οὐκοῦν 
ἀναγ[κά]ζεται ὑπό τινος 
(-[------] [--] --ξει -
[------]νωνα--[-]α -
[------]λ---[-]-- four lines 
missing [-------]-ελ--ι 
[------]ντων των 
[-------]νωντ[-] around five 
lines missing)
                            
θν,                ἀ[λλ᾽ ἔργον 
θυ.]
Since for the sake of man 
they were created by God, 
in order that they might 
fulfil the needs of trees 
and fruits and seeds, and 
that they might transport 
ships upon the sea; those 
ships which 
             bring to men their
necessary things, from a 
place where they are 
found; and furnish the 
different parts of the 
world. Since then this 
wind is sometimes 
increased and sometimes 
diminished, there is one 
place in which it does 
good and another where it 
does harm, according to 
the nod of Him who rules 
it: and even men are able 
by means of well-known 
instruments to catch and 
coerce it that it may fulfil 
for them the necessities 
which they demand of it: a 
place where they are not 
found; and furnish the 
different parts of the 
world. and over itself it 
has no power at all; 
wherefore it is not possible 
that winds should be 
called gods, but a work of 
God.
                          καὶ χάριν 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
κατεσκεύασται ὑπὸ τοῦ 
θεοῦ
               πρὸς µεταγωγὴν 
πλοίων
               καὶ συγκοµιδὴν 
τῶν σιτίων καὶ εἰς λοιπὰς 
αὐτῶν χρείας·
αὔξει τε καὶ 
λήγει 
κατ᾿ ἐπιταγὴν θεοῦ.
Διὸ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται τὴν τῶν 
ἀνέµων πνοὴν εἶναι 
θεάν            ἀλλ᾿ ἔργον 
θεοῦ.
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P.Oxy XV 1778 and 
P.Heidel inv. G 1013
Syriac Apology according to 
B&I Chapter 27
6.1 εἰ δὲ ν[οµίζουσι 
                  τὸν] ἥλιον 
ε[ἶναι θν, πλα]νῶντα[ι. 




       καὶ] µ[ετ]αβα[ίνοντα 
ἀπὸ] [ση]µ[ε]ίου εἰς 
σηµεῖον, καθ᾽ ἡµέραν 
φερόµενον, δύνοντά τε καὶ 
ἀνατέλλοντα
             τοῦ θερµαίνειν τὰ 
βλαστὰ καὶ τὰ φυτὰ εἰς τὴν 
χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων,
 επει (l. ἔτι) καἰ µερισµοὺς 
                  ἔχ[οντα µ]ετὰ 
τῶν λο[ιπῶν ἀσ]τέρων 
      καὶ
ἐ[λλάτον]α ὄντα τοῦ 
[οὐρανοῦ] π[ό]λυ. αὔξ[ει 






ἥλιον [εἶναι θν,] 
So too those have erred 
who have thought 
concerning the sun that he 
is God. 
For lo! we see him, that by 
the necessity of another he 
is moved and 
turned and runs his 
course; and he proceeds 
from degree to 
degree, 
                     rising and 
setting every day, in order 
that he may warm the 
shoots of plants and 
shrubs,                     and 
may bring forth in the air 
which is mingled with him 
every herb which is on the 
earth. And in calculation 
then sun has a part with 
the rest of the stars in his 
course, and although he is 
one in his nature, he is 
mixed with many parts, 
according to the advantage 
of the needs of men:
and that not according 
to his own will, 
but according to the will 
of Him that ruleth him. 
Wherefore it is not 
possible that the sun 
should be God, but a 
work of God; 
Οἱ δὲ νοµίζοντες
                    τὸν ἥλιον 
εἶναι θεὸν πλανῶνται. 




         καὶ µεταβαίνοντα 
ἀπὸ σηµείου εἰς 
σηµεῖον, 
                 δύνοντα καὶ
ἀνατέλλοντα 
          τοῦ θερµαίνειν τὰ 
φυτὰ καὶ βλαστάνοωτα εἰς 
χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων,     
          ἔτι δὲ καὶ µερισµοὺς 
                    ἔχοντα µετὰ 
τῶν λοιπῶν ἀστέρων     
         καὶ 
ἐλάττονα ὄντα τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ πολὺ 
                       καὶ 





ἥλιον εἶναι θεόν, ἀλλ᾿ 
ἔργον θεοῦ.






The comparison of chapters 4.3 and 6.2 of the Apology concerns the contents of the two 
Greek fragments: P.Oxy. XV 1778 and P.Heidel. inv. G 1013.769 With a number of lines 
missing, these fragments have undergone greater wear in comparison to P.London 223 
(olim inv. 2486). Nevertheless it becomes obvious from the number of parallels between 
the Greek fragments and the Greek B&I that both texts – despite being centuries apart in 
the manuscript tradition – are so parallel that their relation is much closer than indicated 
by the stemma of Pouderon and Pierre. In contrast, it is apparent that both Greek 
versions differ considerably  from the Syriac which appears in parts as a considerable 
broadening, in others as reporting the content rather than a literal translation. Let us 
look at details:
 It all starts with the very opening. While the Syriac has a comparative as a 
beginning (‘and in like manner again’), both Greek versions open with an adversative 
(Οἱ δὲ).770  And although the next part in the Greek fragment is badly preserved, the 
suggested reading by Hagedorn’s edition is, as he himself admits, questionable (there 
are only traces of characters left  which cannot be identified)771  and is inspired by the 
Syriac version. The problem, however, is that Hagedorn does not account for the 
missing Kαὶ and αὐτὸ.772  If his papyrological reconstruction were correct, then in this 
one instance, the papyrus had a reading that would have some proximity  to both the 
Syriac (with twice ‘water’), and the Greek B&I version (the active form τὸ ὕδωρ ... 
γέγονε instead of the passive ‘water was created’). More important is that even in this 
place the Syriac adds a passage that is absent from the two Greek versions (‘and in 
many ways it is made subject  to him’). Hence, when in the next section the Greek 
fragment has a lacuna and the Syriac overshoots the Greek, it is likely  that this is also 
added text by the Syriac version. As important as this is the deviance of the Greek 
compared to the Syriac at the end of the lacuna of the papyrus. There, the added text in 
the Greek B&I is being picked up by the papyrus which overshoots this time the Syriac 
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769  For a comparative description between the two fragments, the Syriac and the Greek Apology see C. 
Alpigiano, Aristide di Atene (1988):147-50; A. Neppi Modona, ‘Aristide’ (1922): 325-7. Neither scholars 
discuss the differences between the different versions of the Apology in great depth, and they cast no 
additional light on the discussion here.
770 Similar in Apology 5.3 and 6.1 below.
771 D. Hagedorn, ‘Ein neues Fragment’ (2000): 43.
772 Ibidεµ.
(νεκρῶν σωµάτων, καὶ). This means, however, that where the Greek B&I has added text 
compared to the Syriac, this text  must be as old as the Greek papyrus is. The same 
phenomenon is repeated at the end of chapter 5.2 (Διὸ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται τὸ πῦρ εἶναι θεόν 
ἀλλ᾿ ἔργον θεοῦ). There are, however, a few places where the papyrus has added text, 
which is neither in the Greek B&I nor in the Syriac (5.3 reads: οὐκοῦν ἀναγ[κά]ζεται 
ὑπό τινος) and which leads to a bettering of the reading of B&I (5.3 reads: [γάρ] ἐστιν 
ἡµῖν, ὅτι [δο]υλεύει). Hence, the Greek B&I cannot go directly back to the papyrus 
version, but there seem to have been intermediaries.
 From the beginning of 5.2 to the end of νεκρῶν there are exactly 165 characters. 
This shows that the missing lines of the Greek fragments could be word for word 
parallel to the Greek B&I version.
 Following this, we have two small sections at  the end of 5.2 that are found in 
both Greek versions, but not in the Syriac version of the Apology. The only phrase that 
does not appear in the Greek B&I version (but does in the Greek fragments and Syriac 
version) is και φθει]ρόµενο(ν) (‘destroyed’); φθείρεται is used not only in 5.2, but also 
in chapters 4.3,773 5.1774 and 7.1775  of the Greek B&I version of the Apology. The reason 
why there is a slight difference between the Greek B&I and Greek fragments can be 
found in other manuscripts. Volk uses the Urtexts to produce B&I; however, if we look 
to the other manuscripts we discover that after σωµάτων we have φθείρεται δὲ in 
EFGHJKLMNO’PQRSTU2‘V(has γάρ instead of δὲ)W1W2Kech. The φθείρεται (after 
ἀνθρώπων) is then omitted in these manuscripts. This re-ordering of the Greek B&I 
Apology now shows a parallel to the Greek fragments, thus raising doubts as to the 
reliability of the so-called Urtext sources.776 
 There is no break in chapter 5.3 of the Greek fragment text as it  moves from 
[δο]υλεύει ἑτέρω to ποτὲ [µὲν  γὰρ]. The content in the Syriac is broadened, but also the 
Greek B&I version shows some knowledge (καὶ χάριν  τῶν ἀνθρώπων  κατεσκεύασται 
ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ πρὸς µεταγωγὴν πλοίων καὶ συγκοµιδὴν τῶν σιτίων καὶ εἰς λοιπὰς αὐτῶν 
χρείας). This suggests, as the content is not necessary, but the topic of the wind is 
narratologically expanded in the Greek B&I and even more in the Syriac that the shorter 
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773 Parallel to the Syriac text.
774 Parallel to the Greek Fragments and Syriac text.
775 Parallel to the Syriac text.
776 φθείρεται is used throughout B&I: chapters 8, 14, 15, 18, 19, 23 and 28.
version of the papyrus may represent an older stage of textual transmission, followed by 
the Greek B&I and, again, followed by the Syriac.777
 A close parallel between the Greek fragments and the Greek B&I version 
continues in chapter 6.1 of the Apology.  However, the phrase καθ᾽ ἡµέραν φερόµενον 
is missing in the Greek B&I version.778  This additional detail is contained and detailed 
(‘every’) in the Syriac version. Although both ἡµέρα and φέρω appear throughout the 
novel of B&I, nowhere can we isolate a similar comparison to the Greek fragments and 
Syriac versions of the Apology. This, however, does not lead us to conclude that the 
redactor of B&I has removed this phrase from his text, it might have been that it was 
already missing in the Vorlage. Καθ᾽ ἡµέραν  φερόµενον provides a subject for the 
sentence, something the Greek B&I version does not have. 
 Towards the end of the comparison, the Greek fragments and the Greek B&I 
version of the Apology both contain additional information that is not present in the 
Syriac text. The Greek fragments read, of the moon: ‘and is much smaller than heaven, 
but it increases and decreases, and it has an eclipse’,779 while the Greek B&I reads: ‘and 
is much smaller than heaven, it suffers eclipses of light’.780 The inclusion of ‘it  increases 
and decreases’ in the Greek fragments is similar to chapter 5.3 of the Apology (when it 
discusses the wind as a god): the fragments contains the phrase ποτὲ [µὲν γὰρ] α[ὔ]ξε[ι 
ποτὲ] δὲ λήγει. Comparing the two phrases contained in the Greek fragments,781 beyond 
the exclusion of ποτε and the re-use of αὔξει, in the second instance of ‘increases and 
decreases’ a different word is chosen for ‘decreases’. The first time we have λήγει 
(‘diminish’) whereas the second time we have µειοῦται (‘decrease’). Where the use of 
the phrase for the second time is not included in the Greek B&I version of the Apology, 
the B&I version adds ‘of light’.782  As with the previous discussion, it would appear 
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777 While C. Alpigiano, ‘L’Apologia di Aristide’ (1986): 355 thinks the Greek B&I version of the Apology 
shortens, or omits, part of the Apology,  in this section here, Alpigiano thinks the Syriac uses ‘remarkably 
long-winded demonstrative adjectives and personal pronouns’, often extending the Apology 
unnecessarily.
 Chapter 27: σιτίων is replaced with καρπῶν in U2’.
778 Chapter 27: The only manuscript difference is in U2’ which after σηµεῖον, δύνοντα it adds τὲ, like the 
Greek Fragments.
779 ἐ[λλάτον]α ὄντα τοῦ [οὐρανοῦ] π[ό]λυ. αὔξ[ει δὲ καὶ] µειοῦται [καὶ ἐκλίψις] ἔχει.
780 ἐλάττονα ὄντα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πολὺ καὶ ἐκλείποντα τοῦ φωτὸς.
781 As found in the P.Oxy fragment.
782 τοῦ φωτὸς.
nonsensical for the copyist or redactor of the Greek fragments to remove this from his 
text, as it  provides the precision of the image.783 With little doubt, if the redactor of B&I 
has here a deteriorated text compared to the Greek papyrus, this would explain why it is 
entirely  missing in the Syriac. This, however, is another hint that  the Vorlage of the 
Greek B&I is more reliable than the text represented by the Syriac. 
 If we compare the discussion on whether the sun is a god (chapter 6.1), with the 
discussion regarding whether the moon is a god (chapter 6.2) we can see how the Greek 
B&I text reflects the Greek fragments, but in this distorted passage must  have corrected 
the text according to the other passage:
Greek Fragments (6.1) Apology according to B&I 
Chapter 27 (6.1)
Apology according to B&I 
Chapter 27 (6.2)
καὶ ἐ[λλάτον]α ὄντα τοῦ 
[οὐρανοῦ] π[ό]λυ. 
αὔξ[ει δὲ καὶ] 
µειοῦται [καὶ ἐκλίψις] 
ἔχει
καὶ ἐλάττονα ὄντα τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ πολὺ 
     
                καὶ ἐκλείποντα  
                   τοῦ φωτὸς 
καὶ ἐλάττονα οὖσαν τοῦ   
                     ἡλίου, 
αὐξουµένην τε καὶ 
µειουµένην καὶ ἐκλείψεις 
ἔχουσαν.
 If chapter 6.1 of the Greek B&I reflected the Greek fragments, as chapter 6.2 
does, we could conclude that the Greek B&I version of the Apology has inserted τοῦ 
φωτὸς. Although no similar context using τοῦ φωτὸς is found in B&I, one example in 
chapter 17 of B&I does have a similar context to the Greek fragments: τὰ µὲν νοητὰ 
κατὰ προαίρεσιν, τήν τε ἐν τῷ καλῷ προκοπὴν καὶ τὴν  ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦ ἀποφοίτησιν, τὰ δὲ 
αἰσθητὰ κατὰ γένεσιν καὶ φθοράν, αὔξησίν τε καὶ µείωσιν, καὶ τὴν κατὰ ποιότητα 
µεταβολὴν καὶ τοπικὴν κίνησιν. This has been taken from John of Damascus’ Expositio 
Fidei 3, and not created by the redactor. The insertion of this, as well as similar content 
in chapter 6.2 of the Greek B&I version of the Apology, suggests that the redactor of 
B&I would not have removed αὔξ[ει δὲ καὶ] µειοῦται, because he uses the phrase 
elsewhere, but that the text was already distorted when he inserted the Apology. 
 To conclude, there seem to be very few differences between the Greek fragments 
and the Greek B&I version of the Apology; in fact the two texts seem closer to each 
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783 We presume the redactor who added τοῦ φωτὸς was referring to a solar eclipse, as opposed to a lunar 
eclipse. This is fairly evident given the nature of Apology 6.1: a rhetoric against the sun being called a 
god.
other than do the Greek fragments and the Syriac text. However, is the same true for 
P.London?
B) P.London





                    πειθον[τε]ς 
και τους εχθρους ευ 
ποιησαι
και αι γυναικες αυτων 
αγναι 
και παρθενοι εισιν
και ταις γαστρασιν ουκ 
υποτιθεασιν οι δε ανδρες 
αυτων ενκρατευονται απο 
πασης συνουσιας ανοµου 
και ακοθαρσιας µαλλον δε 
and make them their         
friends; and 
they do good 
to their enemies: 
and their wives, O king, 
are pure as virgins, 
and their daughters 
modest: 
                and their men 
      abstain from 
all unlawful wedlock 
and from all impurity, 
καὶ προσφιλεῖς ἑαυτοῖς 
ποιοῦσο, 
             τοὺς ἐχθροὺς 
εὐεργετεῖν σπουδάζουσι, 
πραεῖς εἰσι καὶ ἐπιεικεῖς,
   
                           ἀπὸ 
πάσης συνουσίας ἀνόµου 
καὶ ἀπὸ πάσης ἀκαθαρσίας 
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και αι γυναικες οµοιως 
ενκρατευονται ελπιδος 
γαρ µεγαλης αντεχονται 
της µαλλουσης αλλα και 
δουλους η 




ινα εχωσιν ευνοους και 
οταν γενωνται τοιουται 
αδελφους καλουσιν αυτους 
αµεριστοι οντες θεους 
αλλοτριους ου 
προσκυνουσιν 
                           πραιες 
και επιεικεις 
και αιδηµονες και 
αψευδεις εισιν και 
αλληλους αγαπωσιν
χηραν ουκ υπερ ορωσιν
ορφανον δε σωζουσιν ο 
εχων τω µη εχοντι 
ανεπιφθονως 
                 χορηγουσιν 
ξενους ινα ειδωσιν υπο την 
ιδιαν                     στεγην 
εις αγουσιν             και 
χαιρουσιν επ αυτω ως επι 
αδελφω αληθινω ου γαρ 




                  in the hope of 
the recompense that is to 
come in another world: 
                       but as for 
their servants or 
handmaids, 
or their children if any of 
them have any, they 
persuade them to 
become Christians 
for the love that they have 
towards them; 
and when they have 
become so, they call them 
without distinction 
brethren: they do not 
worship strange gods: 
                                 and 
they walk in all humility 
and kindness, and no 
falsehood is found among 
them, and they love one 
another: and from the     
widows they do not turn 
away their countenance: 
and they rescue the 
orphan from him who does 
him violence: and he who 
has gives to him who has 
not, without grudging;  
and when they see the 
stranger they bring him to 
their dwellings, and 
rejoice over him as over a   
true brother; for they do 
not call brothers those 
who are after the flesh, 
but those who are in the 
spirit and in God: 
ἐγκρατεύονται
χήραν οὐχ ὑπερορῶσιν,
ὀρφανὸν οὐ λυποῦσιν· ὁ 
ἔχων τῷ µὴ ἔχοντι
ἀφθόνως 
               ἐπιχορηγεῖ·
ζένον ἐὰν ἴδωσιν, ὑπὸ 
                   στέγην 
εἰσάγουσι          καὶ 
χαίρουσιν ἐπ᾽αὐτῷ ὡς ἐπὶ 
ἀδελφῶ ἀληθινῷ· οὐ γὰρ










τελευτω]ντα δε πενητα εαν 
              
 ειδωσιν
καθ εκαστ]ος δυνανται 
αφθονως συµβαλλοµενοι 
θαπτουσιν 
καταδικασθεντας δε η 
φυλακισθεν 
τας εαν ακουσωσιν 
ενεκεν του ονοµατος του 
Χυ 
               κατακεκριµενους 
συνβαλλοµενοι πεµπουσιν 
αυτοις 
α χρε(ι)αν εχουσιν ει 
δυνατο]ν 
και ρυονται    ει δε τις 
δουλος εστιν η πενης 
                 νηστευουσιν 
ηµερας β η και γ
       και ο[τ]ι µελλουσ[ιν 
εαυτοις τειθεναι 
πεµπουσιν εκεινοι[ς] † 
οιοµενοι αυτοι 
ευφανεσθαι ως αυτοι επ 
ευφασια<ν> κεκλησθαι † 
και τα 
προσταγµατα του θυ 
ασφαλως φυλαττουσιν
οσιως και δικαιως 
ζωντες και ως κς ο 
θς αυτοις προσεταξεν
but when one of their poor 
passes away from the 
world, and any of them 
sees him, then he provides 
for his burial according to 
his ability; 
and if they hear that any of 
their number is imprisoned 
or oppressed for the name 
of their Messiah, 
all of them provide for his 
needs, and if it is possible 
that he may be delivered, 
they deliver him. And if 
there is among them a 
man that is poor or needy, 
and they have not an 
abundance of necessaries,
they fast two or three days 
that they may supply the 
needy with their necessary  
food. 
        And they observe 
scrupulously the 
commandments of their 
Messiah: 
they live honestly and 
soberly, as the Lord their 
God commanded them
Ἕτοιµοί εἰσιν ὑπὲρ 
Χριστου τὰς ψυχὰς αὐτῶν 
προέσθαι·
       τὰ γὰρ 
προστάγµατα αὐτοῦ 
ἀσφαλῶς φθλάττουσιν
ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως ζῶντες, 
καθὼς κύριος ὁ θεὸς 
αὐτοῖς προσέταξεν,
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κατα πρωϊας και πασαν 
ωραν
                   εν παντι βροτω 
και ποτω και τοις λοιποις 
αγαθοις
every morning and at all 
hours on account of the 
goodnesses of God toward 
them they praise and laud 
Him: and over their food 
and over their drink they 
render Him thanks.
εὐχαριστοῦντες αὐτῷ κατὰ   
πᾶσαν ὥραν
ἐν παντὶ βρώµατι καὶ ποτῷ 
καἰ τοῖς λοιποῖς ἀγαθοῖς.
15.9 εαν δε και
αποθανη τις ευσεβης 
     εξ αυτων χαιρουσιν και 
ευχαριστουσιν και 
προσευχονται περι αυτου 
και 
προπεµπουσιν ως 
αποδηµουντα επαν δε 
τεκνον γεννηθη
                         αυτοις 
ευχαριστουσιν τω θω εαν 
δε νηπιον ε]ξελθη     
   υπερευχαριστουσιν 
               οτι 
    
αναµαρτητὸ<ν> απηλθεν     
εαν δε
αµαρτιας τις εχων 
αποθανη 
κλαιουσιν               ως επι 
κολασιν απερχο[χο]µενου  
αυτου                  ταυτα ουν 
                     ω βασιλευ τα
δογµατα αυτων εισιν 
And if any righteous 
person of their number 
passes away from the 
world they rejoice and 
give thanks to God, 
and they follow his body, 
as if he were moving from 
one place to another: and 
when a child is born to 
any one of them, they 
praise God, and if again it 
chance to die in its 
infancy, they praise God 
mightily, as for one who 
has passed through the 
world without sins. 
And if again they see that 
one of their number has 
died in his iniquity or in 
his sins, over this one they 
weep bitterly and sigh, as 
over one who is about to 
go to punishment: such is 
the ordinance of the law of 
the Christians, O king,  
                                and 
such their conduct.
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ων                 χρειαν αυτοι 
εχοντες του θυ αιτουνται 
παρ αυτου 
     και ου τως διαπερωσιν 
τον κοσµον τουτον µε χρι 
τελειωσεως χρονων οτι 
ο θς αυτοις παντα 
υπεταξεν δουλα 
ευχαριστοι ουν εισιν αυτω 
και δι αυτου<ς> η 
συµπασα διοικησις εγινετο
                      και η κτισις
           οντως ουν ουτοι 
                               ευρον 
As men who know 
                God, they ask 
from Him petitions which 
are proper for Him to give 
and for them to receive: 
and thus they accomplish 
the course of their lives. 
And because they 
acknowledge the goodness 
of 
God towards them, 
lo! on account of them
there flows forth the 
beauty that is in the world. 
And truly they are of the 
number of those that have 
found                 the truth 
               Ὅντως οὖν αὕτη
ἐστἰν ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας, 
ἥτις τοὺς ὁδεύοντας αὐτὴν 
εἰς τὴν αἰώνιον χειραγωγεῖ 
βασιλείαν, τὴν 
ἐπηγγελµένην παρὰ
Compared to P.Oxy and P.Heidel, the content and context of the P.London fragment is 
very different in comparison to the Syriac and the Greek B&I versions.784  There are 
fewer parallels between P.London and the Greek B&I version, but there are also a 
number of additions in P.London which have no parallel with the Syriac version. 
Obvious for the reader of the comparison is that there are far more parallels between 
P.London and the Syriac version of the Apology than to the Greek B&I version. As 
previously  discussed,785  B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre take the papyrological evidence 
as the ‘most true’ to the ‘original text’; because of the similarity between P.London and 
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784  For K.-G. Essig, ‘Erwägungen’  (1986): 173, this enables us to isolate the contents of the original 
Apology. The only other scholars who offer a comparison between P.London, Syriac and Greek B&I 
version of the Apology is C. Alpigiano, Aristide di Atene (1988): 182; J. de Zwaan, ‘Apology’ (1925): 
112-4.
 Here I have copied the manuscript from H.J.M. Milne, ‘Apology of Aristides’ (1924): 74.  No 
scholar has tried to restore the manuscript .
785 In chapter 1.B.iv of this study: see the discussion on the stemma of the Apology.
the Syriac, they are then able to assert the superiority  of the Syriac version. True though 
this may be as a conclusion from the comparison of P.London and the Syriac version, 
the assertion can only hold for chapters 15.6 to 16.1, the contents of P.London, and is in 
stark contrast to the previous comparison. On the contrary, as our comparison here 
shows – the added texts in P.London and the Syriac are narratological expansions of 
specific topics (burial practices) and enlargements which go against the main thrust of 
the passage (the added ‘wives’ being pure) which highlight that the Greek B&I version 
here represents an earlier version than both P.London and the Syriac – or to be even 
more clear, P.London is rather a witness that belongs into the Syriac tradition, while the 
Greek B&I should be grouped with the other two papyri, the P.Oxy and P.Heidel, as 
these two fragments follow much more closely the text  of the Greek B&I version.786 
Returning to the aim of this study, let us assess the differences between the different 
versions of the Apology, in particular the additions contained in the B&I version.
 At the beginning of the comparison we find a difference in the verb used. The 
Greek fragment has πειθον[τε]ς (‘to persuade’). It is here suggested that not all 
Christians, but only  those who have recently  become Christian, are ‘persuaded to do 
good to their enemies’, implying that established Christians are having to persuade new 
Christians. The Syriac states ‘they do good to their enemies’, whereas the Greek B&I 
version has the Christians being ‘eager to do good to their enemies’. Each text has a 
different implication; beyond this, the main difference among the three versions of the 
Apology is the inclusion of σπουδάζουσι in the Greek B&I version. Σπουδάζουσι 
appears throughout B&I;787  however, only twice in chapter 12 do we have something 
similar to the Apology.788  The first of these examples has been inserted without 
reference to an external source, whereas the second refers to John Chrysostom. 
Nevertheless, although John Chrysostom does use σπουδῆς, there is no strong parallel 
with B&I chapter 12. Both passages describe the Christians as being ‘eager’. It could be 
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786 B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre (Apologie [2003]: 148) describe how the Syriac does ‘build on the basic 
text (of P.London), either by glossing or adding phrases of its own’  as well as abbreviating other parts of 
the text.
787 B&I 5, 7, 12, 19, 25, 26, 28, 35, 36, 38, 39.
788  Τήν τε θεωρίαν τῶν  µελλόντων  ἀγαθῶν καὶ τῆς αἰωνίου κολάσεως ἀχώριστον  τῆς ἑαυτῶν ἔσχον 
καρδίας, καὶ ἐσπούδασαν καµεῖν, ἵνα τῆς ἀϊδίου δόξης µὴ ἀποτύχωσι. Γεγόνασιν  ἀπαθεῖς ὥσπερ ἄγγελοι, 
and Τούτους οὖν τοὺς θαυµασίους καὶ ἀγίους ἄνδρας καὶ ἡµεῖς οἱ εὐτελεῖς καὶ ἀνάξιοι µιµεῖσθαι 
σπουδάζοµεν· οὐκ ἐφικνούµεθα δὲ τῷ ὕψει τῆς οὐρανοπολίτου αὐτῶν διαγωγῆς (the latter refers to John 
Chrysostom, In Matthaeum 69.4).
suggested that the redactor has inserted σπουδάζουσι into the Apology; however, there is 
no compelling evidence to support this hypothesis.
 Following this first parallel, there are a number of ideas that are found in both 
the Greek fragment and the Syriac version, but not in the Greek B&I version. 
Furthermore, the Greek fragment adds how their wives, and their virgins, ‘do not obey 
their stomach’; which is not found in either the Syriac or the Greek B&I version of the 
Apology. The content of the Syriac and Greek fragment versions of the Apology does 
not appear in B&I; nor can it be found in the Balavariani. This may be because these 
ideas have been removed by another redactor, or it may be that the Greek fragment and 
the Syriac have inserted additional content into their text, under the influence of their 
cultural surroundings. Overall, the latter appears the more logical explanation, because 
the content of the Greek fragment and the Syriac reflect the asceticism located 
throughout the rest of the B&I novel and, as mentioned, go against the thrust of the 
passage.789
 We find few differences between the Greek fragment and the Syriac version; 
however, there is no parallel between those texts and the Greek B&I version.790  The 
exclusion of content in the Greek B&I version here is not by the hand of the redactor of 
B&I. We can reach this conclusion because, in chapter 33 of B&I, the kingdom of the 
Indians is split  into two: the people in Ioasaph’s half of the kingdom ‘were so well 
initiated into his inspired teachings, that they  renounced the errors of their many 
gods’.791 The content of the Greek fragment and the Syriac version of the Apology is of 
a similar nature. There would therefore be no reason for the redactor to exclude similar 
content from the Apology.
 In discussing ‘the orphan’, both the Syriac and the Greek fragment refer to 
‘rescue’792  of the orphan, whereas B&I contains ‘nor oppress the orphan’. There are a 
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789 This is evident throughout the whole of the B&I novel.
790  The B&I version of the Apology uses πραεῖς εἰσι καὶ ἐπιεικεῖς which is contained in the Greek 
Fragments and Syriac version of the Apology (albeit, in a different context).
791  Chapter 33 of B&I then describes what Ioasaph did: this included not making a distinction from one 
man to the next (making them all equal) and giving to those who had not.  The Balavariani stresses more 
the distribution of wealth in Ioasaph’s half of the kingdom (see Balavariani 2.53-6). Although this is still 
present in B&I,  it is less prominent than the Balavariani. This would suggest the redactor of B&I did not 
want to fixate as much on the idea of almsgiving. This however, is not reason enough for the total 
exclusion of such ideas, as we have in the B&I version of the Apology.
792 σώζουσιν can mean ‘to save,’ ‘to protect’ or ‘to heal.’
number of uses of orphan throughout B&I,793 however, nothing that resembles what we 
find in chapter 27. There is therefore no reason why the redactor would here change the 
content of the Apology. The end of chapter 15.6 has a parallel between the three 
different versions of the Apology. At the beginning of chapter 15.7, again only the 
Greek fragment and the Syriac are parallel, albeit that the Syriac includes additional 
detail. The Greek B&I version does not follow the content of either the Greek fragment 
or the Syriac version; however, the context is similar. The Greek B&I version reads: 
‘They  are ready to sacrifice their lives for the sake of Christ’.794  This is similar to the 
Syriac: ‘if they hear that any of their number is imprisoned or oppressed for the name of 
their Messiah, all of them provide for his needs’. There is no reason for the redactor of 
B&I to have excluded the content of the Syriac, as elsewhere in B&I he states: if 
brethren of hermits [that is to say, other Christians] bring to them [the hermits] bread, 
they  shall take it ‘and bless the faith that brought it’.795  Here again we have an ascetic 
idea (of fasting) in the Greek fragment and the Syriac, but not in the Greek B&I version 
of the Apology.796  Fasting is referred to elsewhere in B&I.797  Therefore, for the redactor 
to specifically remove a reference to fasting here would be ‘uncharacteristic’.
 The Greek fragment then add: και ο[τ]ι µελλουσ[ιν εαυτοις τειθεναι πεµπουσιν 
εκεινοι[ς] † οιοµενοι αυτοι ευφανεσθαι ως αυτοι επ ευφασια<ν> κεκλησθαι †. This is 
not contained in either the Syriac or the Greek B&I version of the Apology, suggesting 
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793  B&I 9: ὀρφανὸν εἰς προνοµήν (Isaiah 10:2-4); chapter 22: ὀρφανῷ σὺ ἦσθα βοηθός (Psalm 9:5); 
chapter 33 Ἐντεῦθεν ἠρευνῶντο αὐτῷ φυλακαί, οἱ ἐν µετάλλοις κατακεκλεισµένοι, οἱ ὑπὸ δανειστῶν 
συµπνιγόµενοι· καί πᾶσιν ἀφθόνως ἐπιχορηγῶν  πάντα πατὴρ ἦν ἁπάντων τῶν ὀρφανῶν  τε καὶ χηρῶν καὶ 
πενήτων, πατὴρ φιλόστοργος καὶ ἀγαθός, ἑαυτὸν δοκῶν  εὐεργετεῖν  ἐκ τῆς εἰς αὐτοὺς γενοµένης 
εὐεργεσίας (there are a number of references here.  The use of orphan refers to, but does not quote, Psalm 
67:6); chapter 36 κλαιόντων πάντων τὴν ὀρφανίαν ἑαυτῶν καὶ θρηνούντων· (no reference) and ὠδύροντο 
µὲν  τὴν ὀρφανίαν, οὐκ εἶχον  δὲ ὅλως αὐτὸν πειθόµενον (reference to Balavariani 3.65). Orphan however 
does not appear in the Balavariani. Chapter 27: ἀφθόνως is spelt ἀνεπιφθόνως, like the Greek Fragments, 
in LMNO’SU1XYZ.
794 A similar idea of dying for Christ is located in B&I 1: καὶ τὸν ὑπὲρ Χριστοῦ θάνατον ἐδίψων  (Symeon 
Metaphrastes, S. Demetrii Martyris Acta 3); chapter 23: ἡµῖν γὰρ τὸ ζῆν Χριστός ἐστι καὶ τὸ θανεῖν ὑπὲρ 
αὐτοῦ κέρδος ἄριστον. [...] Ἐν ταῖς τοιαύταις οὖν πολυειδέσι τιµωρίαις τὰς καρτερικὰς αὐτῶν ψυχὰς τῷ 
κυρίῳ παρέθεντο οἱ ἱεροὶ ἀσκηταί; chapter 33: κἀκεῖνον ζηµιωθήσῃ ἑτοίµως ἔχοντα ὑπὲρ Χριστοῦ 
ἀποθανεῖν. Similar evidence can be also located in 3.65 of the Balavariani. This suggests the redactor of 
B&I may have changed the Apology, however the language chosen in B&I is different to the Apology’s 
language .
795 B&I 18. See also Balavariani 2.36.
796 For a discussion on ‘fasting for two or three days’ see E. Hennecke, ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 121.
797  B&I 12: Οἱ µὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν ὅλας τὰς τῆς ἑβδοµάδος ἡµέρας ἄσιτοι διατελοῦντες τῇ κυριακῇ τροφῆς 
µετελάµβανον· οἱ δὲ δὶς τῆς ἑβδοµάδος ταύτης ἐµέµνητο· ἄλλοι δὲ παρὰ µίαν ἢ καὶ καθ ̓ ἑσπέραν 
ἐσιτοῦντο ὅσον  µόνον τροφῆς ἀπογεύεσθαι (Nilus Ancyranus, Narrationes septem de monachis in Sina 
3.7 [15.2-5]). See also chapters 19, 30 and 32 (these however only refer to fasting and do not resemble the 
Apology).
that it has been added to the Greek fragment. Each of the three versions of the Apology 
has a different expression for whose commandments are observed: the Greek B&I 
version states it  is the ‘Lord God’; the Syriac refers to the ‘Messiah’; and the Greek 
fragment state it is ‘God’s’. 
 Chapter 15.9 is excluded from the Greek B&I version of the Apology. We can 
say with confidence that the redactor of B&I did not remove this section. We know this 
because key vocabulary found in the Greek and Syriac versions of the Apology also 
appears in B&I. For example, εὐσεβής appears in chapters 1,798  4,799 6,800 8, 16, 19, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 35 and 36. Another example is εὐχαριστῶ, which is used in chapters 2,801 
14,802  16,803  21,804 35, 36, 37 and 39. Finally, δόγµα is used in chapters 1,805  3,806 4,807 
11,808  19,809  21, 22, 24, 26, 27,810  28, 30, 32 and 33. The only  part of B&I that has a 
similar context and content to the Greek fragment and the Syriac is in chapter 19: 
Ἀναστήσονται γὰρ οἱ νεκροὶ καὶ ἐγερθήσονται οἱ ἐν τοῖς µνηµείοις· καὶ οἱ µὲν τὰς τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ φυλάξαντες ἐντολὰς καὶ τῇ ὀρθῇ συναπελθόντες πίστει κληρονοµήσουσι ζωὴν 
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798 τιµωρίας κατὰ τῶν εὐσεβῶν καὶ σφαγὰς ἀδίκους ἀποφαινόµενα.
799 εὐσεβὴς δὲ τὴν πίστιν [...] Ὁ µὲν οὖν εὐσεβὴς ἀνὴρ ἐκεῖνος τὸ λεχθὲν ἀντ̓ οὐδενὸς ἡγήσατο.
800  Κατ̓ ἐκεῖνον τοίνυν τὸν  εὐσεβῆ καὶ σοφὸν βασιλέα (reference to Balavariani 2.12; however the 
content does not reflect B&I).
801 καὶ εὐχαριστῶ τῷ θεῷ διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡµῶν (Romans 7:25).
802 Εὐχαριστῶ τοίνυν τῷ θεῷ διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡµῶν (Romans 7:25).
803  οὕτω δὴ καὶ τὸ ἐπὶ τοῖς µικροῖς εὐχαριστεῖν τῷ θεῷ µεγάλων  πρόξενον  γίνεται; Ἐγὼ τοίνυν  θυγάτηρ 
οὖσα γέροντος πτωχοῦ εὐχαριστῶ ἐπὶ τοῖς µικροῖς τούτοις καὶ εὐλογῶ.
804  καὶ τὸ τῆς ἐµῆς εὐχαριστίας ὑστέρηµα πληρώσαι κύριος, [...] καὶ ἀπῄει χαίρων καὶ εὐχαριστῶν τῷ 
θεῷ, τῷ εὐοδώσαντι τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ εἰς ἀγαθόν. 
805 Ὁ δὲ βασιλεύς, ὡς ἤκουσε ταῦτα,  ὀργῆς ὅτι πλείστης πληρωθεὶς καὶ τῷ θυµῷ ὑπερζέσας δόγµα αὐτίκα 
ἐξέθετο πάντα Χριστιανὸν βιάζεσθαι τοῦ ἐξόµνυσθαι τὴν εὐσέβειαν (this, however, does not reflect the 
Apology).
806  µήτε µέχρι ψιλοῦ ῥήµατος τὰ περὶ τοῦ Χριστοῦ καὶ τῶν  αὐτοῦ δογµάτων ἀκούσειε (see Balavariani 
1.4).
807  Αὐτὸς δὲ δόγµα ἐξέθετο ἔτι αποτοµώτερον, ὡς ἄν  ὅπου τις µονάζων εὑρεθῇ, παρευθὺ ἀνεξετάστως 
φονεύεσθαι (this however is not similar to the Apology, see Balavariani 1.6).
808 Ταύτης οὖν τῆς ἀκριβείας τῶν δογµάτων χρῃζούσης καὶ τὴν ἀκραιφνῆ ταύτην πολιτείαν.
809 Τοῖς τοιούτοις οὖν δόγµασι καὶ λόγοις σωτηρίοις κατηχήσας ὁ Βαρλαὰµ τὸν τοῦ βασιλέως υἱὸν [...] ἐν 
τοιούτοις δόγµασι καὶ µετὰ τοιαύτης πίστεως βαπτισθήσῃ.
810  καθάπερ εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν τὰς καθ’  ἡµᾶς περιῆλθε χώρας τὸ δόγµα κηρύσσων  τῆς ἀληθείας. This has no 
parallel to any other version of the Apology. Although ‘truth’ and ‘doctrine’  are also used in the same 
sentence in chapter 26 and 30 of B&I, neither speak about the ‘true doctrine’ (as we have in the Apology). 
Instead, both chapters discuss ‘the truth of the doctrine which is spoken,’ suggesting this phrase was not 
inserted into the Apology by the redactor of B&I.
αἰώνιον, οἱ δὲ ἐν ἁµαρτίαις καταφθαρέντες εἰς κόλασιν ἀπελεύσονται αἰώνιον. Just 
because the redactor of B&I does not have specific content similar to what is found in 
the Greek fragment and Syriac versions of the Apology, does not lead us to conclude 
that he has removed this section from the Apology.811
 Inconsistencies between the Greek fragment and the Syriac can be found in 
chapter 16.1 of the Apology; further, the contents of neither version of the Apology are 
contained in the Greek B&I version.812  The first similarity among all three texts is the 
discussion on ‘truth’. The Greek B&I reading: Ὄντως οὖν αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς 
ἀληθείας. Ἀληθείας, does not appear in the Greek fragment, but if the text followed the 
Syriac version of the Apology, the inclusion of ἀληθείας would be apparent; however, 
we can do no more than speculate on such claims. The Greek B&I version is one of a 
few passages that are similar to the Bible: the phrase ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας is from 2 
Peter 2:2; but the context is very different. The ‘way  of truth’ is used in chapters 21813 
and 25 of B&I;814  however, both examples follow a similar pattern (τῆς ἀληθείας ὁδός), 
which is different from the Greek B&I version of the Apology (ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας), 
suggesting that the redactor of B&I did not insert this passage.815  It  is most probable, 
therefore, that the differences between the Greek B&I version of the Apology and the 
Syriac and Greek fragment’s versions at the beginning of chapter 16.1 were made in the 
tradition of the Syriac and P.London.
 There are a number of differences between P.London and the Syriac in 
comparison with the Greek B&I version of the Apology: notably the exclusion of large 
sections of text from the B&I version. However, on the basis of the arguments in chapter 
3 of this study, we can conclude that the redactor of B&I has not shortened the Apology 
as it is given in P.London and the Syriac, but  that the latter are based on a tradition 
within which the Apology has been considerably enlarged. 
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811 No similar content can be located in the Balavariani, further suggesting the redactor has not removed 
content from B&I which is comparable to the Greek Fragment and Syriac version of the Apology.
812 Because of the vast differences, a comparison of content of the Greek Fragment and Syriac, to the B&I 
novel would be fruitless.
813 καὶ ἔδειξάς µοι τὴν ἐπίτοµον τῆς ἀληθείας ὁδόν.
814 Καὶ τῇ ἀόκνῳ συζητήσει καὶ διαπύρῳ ἐρεύνῃ εὑρέθη µοι ἡ τῆς ἀληθείας ὁδός.
815 E. Hennecke,  ‘Aristides-Apologie’ (1893): 125 concluded that the ‘road of truth’ is a formation which 
has been inserted by the redactor of B&I. I however think the evidence is inconclusive.
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Findings
Before we conclude this study, it is important to re-iterate its findings. Let us first 
remind ourselves of the abstract, and the key research question which I proposed. First, 
that I needed to unpack the relationship between B&I and the Apology: to understand 
the framework, linguistic entities and theological ideas. Further how does the Apology 
read as part of the overall narrative of B&I, and to explore why  this ‘added’ text may 
have been chosen. Once we have understood this ‘frame’ I can then discuss in more 
depth how this ‘frame’ of B&I may have impacted the interpretation of the Apology and 
whether it has influenced the Apology. Finally, from our new understanding on the 
Apology, are we then able to cast new light on the relationship between the Greek 
papyri and the Apology? Therefore I asked ‘With a specific focus on chapters 14 to 17 
of the Apology, to what extent do the language and content of B&I impact the language 
and content of the Apology?’
 Chapter 1 of this study concerned itself with understanding the ‘frame’ of B&I 
and how the Apology fits into it. I discussed how this Christianised B&I was once 
originally  the Life of Buddha. I placed some scrutiny on the idea that if the text  did 
come through a Manichaean tradition, this tradition may not have then reached us as 
part of the B&I novel that we now read because the Manichaeans would have had some 
Christian ideas within their text and it appears, from the evidence proposed, that  the first 
Christian recension was the Georgian Balavariani (although we do not own the Arabic, 
nor Pahlavi, parent text). I then critically assessed different  potential authors and 
redactors of the B&I novel. I then looked at and proposed how the purpose and audience 
from the Balavariani to B&I has changed: the Balavariani was written for ascetic 
Christians to help  them remain firm in their ascetic faith, whereas B&I is now aimed at 
Christians as well as educated non-Christians: the redactor takes the reader through the 
Christian faith, from its origins in the Old Testament, to who Jesus was, and to dogmatic 
statements. This is then supported with Barlaam’s direction on how Ioasaph must live 
his life. Furthermore, we learn that the Apology is the nucleus and crux of the novel as 
the redactor slowly  builds up the text to the content of the Apology which starts the 
radical change of beliefs throughout the kingdom. The ultimate purpose of B&I is to 
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promote the triumph of Christianity.816  This is achieved through the re-use, expansion, 
abbreviation, adjustment and re-writing of older works of literature to meet new 
purposes. This, of course, is something which is not solely unique to B&I, but was a 
widespread practice, especially during late antiquity.817  This practice spread to 
hagiography, historiography, heresiology, encyclopedic works, and the novels among 
others.818
 Now that I have discussed the text the Apology appears in, and fits into, the 
second half of chapter 1 discusses the manuscripts of the Apology, but more importantly 
I unpacked the evidence which the latest editors of our critical edition of B&I provide us 
with. I discovered that the French editors had followed suit, like previous scholars 
before them, in providing no new information and presuming the Apology to be a 
second century text. Further they deal with each manuscript separately, and not  as a 
discrete unit. Because of how they dealt with the manuscripts, it  lead them to produce a 
stemma based on geographical location, instead of the relationship between each text. 
This is why, from the evidence I discovered in chapter 3 of this thesis, I produced a new 
stemma which is a reflection of the evidence and relationship between these different 
versions of the Apology. 
 In chapter 2, I started to delve deeper into the relationship between B&I and the 
Apology (something which scholarship  has never touched upon) and whether we are 
able to separate the two texts or not: I discovered that these two texts have similar 
content and ideas contained within them (which is realised when the Apology was left 
unknown and undiscovered within B&I for so long). I started with what appeared to be 
a second insertion of the Apology into chapter 7 of B&I. A comparison between chapter 
7 of B&I, the B&I version of the Apology and Syriac version of the Apology shows us 
that the redactor of B&I did not have a copy of a Greek version of the Apology which is 
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816 See H. Inglebert, Interpretatio Christiana (2001). Ingelbert’s thesis explores different ideas between 
30 to 630 A.D. of how knowledge mutates and is absorbed by Christianity during this time. For example, 
Greek philosophical thought or the use of the Jewish Bible. Ingelbert also looks at how Christian ideas, 
for example who is deemed a ‘heretic’ mutates over this time. Ingelbert paints a picture of how 
Christianity, by the time of Islam, appears to have a grasp of (and triumph over) the whole of the Middle 
East and the Mediterranean. 
817 See M. Horster and C. Reitz, ‘‘Condensation’ of literature’ (2010): 3-14.
818 See M. Dubischar, ‘Survival of the Most Condensed?’ (2010): 39-68 and J. Mansfeld, ‘Quellen 
hellenistischer Philosophie’ (2010): 91-134.
akin to the Syriac version of the Apology, in front of him: an assumption made by 
scholars.819
 What I discovered in some of these comparisons between chapter 7, and 31, of 
B&I and the Apology is that the redactor has changed very little of the Apology and the 
Vorlage he copied from is very similar to what we now possess. The redactor may have 
inserted δηµιουργόν into chapter 15.3 of the Apology; εὐδόκησεν may have been 
inserted (eighteenth comparison in chapter 2.A of this study); ἀσπόρως τε καὶ ἀφθορως 
(nineteenth comparison in chapter 2.A. of this study) may  have also been added; the use 
of ἀνῆλθεν (in reference to ‘Jesus going into heaven’) is not original, however it may be 
the redactor of B&I or an earlier redactor who placed this into the Apology (there is no 
specific evidence of one or the other, just the evidence which suggests that  there has 
been a redaction); ‘Moses’ in the Apology may have been added (to give more context 
to the reference to ‘lawgiver’).
 I also discovered that there are some mistakes made by the redactor of B&I: he 
has miscopied the Greek Vorlage and not inserted τοῖς ἄστροις in chapter 3.1 of the 
Apology. Although this is the only example I have found of the redactor mis-copying the 
Vorlage, there may be further examples if a full lexical comparison between the 
Apology and B&I took place.
 In the comparison between chapter 7 of B&I and the Apology, we learn that 
some of the language in chapter 7 has been taken from the Apology as elsewhere in B&I 
the redactor prefers alternative words: for example συγκλείσαντες is used in chapter 7, 
whereas in other chapters of B&I he uses προσεκύνησαν; θεωρήσας in the Apology is 
replaced by the redactor’s preferred κατανοήσας; ἀγάλµατα (Apology) is replaced with 
εἰδώλοις. What I discovered is how much the redactor draws information from the 
Apology and expand upon it: for example the use of ‘laws of Christ’, which appears in 
the Apology, is replicated and enlarged in different contexts throughout B&I.  Further 
ideas borrowed from the Apology include: παντοκράτωρ (B&I 31); µορφώµατα (B&I 
7); ‘there were gods that were male, and gods that were female’ (B&I 7); ‘they grope as 
if in the dark (B&I 7).
 Similarly, I discovered in the second section of chapter 2 of this study, that  the 
redactor, in discussing the different races of humanity, borrows ideas only  located in the 
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819  See J. Sonet, Le roman de Barlaam et Joasaphat (1949): 67-8; A. D’Alès,  ‘L’Apologie 
d’Aristide’  (1924): 354; M. Picard, L’apologie (1892): 16; J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of 
Aristides (1891): 71.
Apology. The use of στοιχεῖα; the ‘Chaldeans’; γένος (in relation to discussing a 
particular race, like that of the Chaldeans); Ares, Aphrodite and Dionysius; the ‘Jews’ 
were ideas all borrowed from the Apology. However the redactor was not just aware of 
the Apology content, in fact the redactor was well versed in the contents of the Apology: 
this is evident in both comparisons between chapter 7 and 31 of B&I with the Apology. 
Previous research has never asked whether the Apology and the novel of B&I are deeply 
intertwined, or not. What is more striking is the evidence which I discovered: the 
redactor appears to not change the Apology, adding very  little to it. Instead, the redactor 
prefers to draw information from the Apology and place it elsewhere into the novel.
 I discovered how the redactor of B&I has not changed any meaningful 
theological content within the Apology, whether this is the non-editing of ἐν to σὺν, or 
the non-addition of topics which appear throughout B&I but not in the Apology: the use 
of ‘Trinity’ and ‘Father’; Λόγος theology; the use of biblical quotations; baptism; Satan 
and devils; angels; Catholic Church and Orthodox Faith; ‘The Faithful’; Θεοτόκος; 
Incarnation. All of these very prominent Christian ideas do not at all feature in the 
Apology! If this is the case, how remarkable it would be for the redactor of B&I to 
shorten the Apology from contents similar to the Syriac version (which the evidence 
contrarily  disagrees with), but for the redactor to not then insert these key Christian 
ideas into the Apology’s text. Unless the redactor did not do so for one reason: he 
wanted to preserve the text. Indeed, although we have evidence the redactor may have 
inserted some small theological ideas, or context references into the Apology,820 he has 
not wanted to change the theological position of the text, keeping it intact.
 In the final section of chapter 2 I discussed how the redactor of B&I uses other 
external sources: does the redactor insert other external sources wholly unchanged, or 
does the redactor ad hoc insert and remove what he prefers? In short, what we 
discovered is that the redactor does both, although it  appears the redactor treats the 
insertion of the Bible with greater care than he does with other sources. That is not to 
say the redactor has not handled the Apology with care, as on the contrary, the evidence 
says he has handled the Apology with care and copied it with the utmost diligence. 
 This then leads us into the third and final chapter of this study where I then 
compared the Greek fragments with the Greek B&I and Syriac. This has great 
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820  We remind ourselves that the redactor may have contextually added at the end of the Apology praises 
of ‘the wise choice’  of the king’s son (J.R. Harris and J.A. Robinson, Apology of Aristides [1891]: 70), as 
well as the possible removal of an address which existed in the Greek Vorlage.
importance for the following reasons: there is the presumption that the papyrological 
evidence holds the earlier text form of the Apology (and therefore the most  reliable in it 
being comparable to the ‘original’ Apology). Second, although there has been some 
scholarly discussion (as previously  discussed) on the papyrological evidence, Syriac and 
Greek B&I version, not  one scholar has viewed this in the light  of how the Greek B&I 
version may have been impacted by the redactor of B&I. Indeed, no scholar has looked 
at the text reception history  of the Greek B&I version and how the Apology and the rest 
of the B&I novel inter-relate with one another. Although text reception history is a study 
of more recent years, it is astounding that the most recent  critical editors of the Apology 
have not looked at  the impact this (that is the relation between B&I and the Apology) 
may have on the Apology and have just presumed, like scholarship  before them, that the 
differences are down to the redactor of B&I. The evidence which I have discovered says 
the contrary!
 Beyond the need for a new stemma, I discovered in the third and final chapter 
that there is some further questioning needed to be had of the reliability of Volk’s so-
called ‘Urtext’ manuscripts because there are small editions in the Greek fragments 
which agree with a number of Volk’s other manuscripts, but not in the Urtext 
manuscripts. What I can categorically conclude from this section is the opposite to 
previous scholarship: the differences between the Syriac and Greek B&I was not 
because of the redactor of B&I. There is some suggestion in places the Greek B&I 
version suffered some alterations to the Vorlage, before it was copied into B&I. What is 
more true, however, is that there are sections which suggest the Syriac has enlarged the 
Apology text.821 Until now, scholarship has claimed this to be the case, however I have 
now proved these assumptions to be true based on the evidence which can be learnt 
from the text reception of the Greek B&I.
 The findings of this study advance the study  of the Apology of Aristides 
dramatically. This, as stated, aimed to be the first layer of peeling away the Greek 
version of the Apology away from the novel of B&I. I have accomplished this task. 
However because of the scope of such a study I have not been able to analyse every 
single word in the Apology. Instead I have tackled some of the key issues and debates 
like the discussion on whether there was originally  three or four races of mankind, 
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821 See B. Pouderon and M.-J. Pierre, Apologie (2003): 144-5 for instances where the Syriac supplements 
the Greek. See also J.A. Robinson, ‘Apology’ (1896): 32.
whilst simultaneously analysing the impact  the Apology and B&I have on one another. 




The text of Aristides’ Apology, as I originally described it, provides a big challenge to 
scholarship  which cannot simply be approached from text-critical perspectives. In 
addition to such efforts, the study hopes to show that without a history  of transmission 
of the text (or texts) in their various manuscript traditions, we cannot come to text-
critical decisions. A text-critical endeavour has not been undertaken here, but rather I 
have attempted in this study  to provide a firmer basis from which such work could be 
done in the future. A first major achievement of the study, then, is the correction of the 
stemma, recently established by Pouderon and Pierre, by splitting the Greek fragments 
and re-aligning P.Oxy and P.Heidel with the Greek B&I and placing P.London with the 
Syriac.822  A special study would need to compare the Armenian text in the light of the 
findings of this study.
 In the previous chapters, we separated out, to some degree at least, the complex 
structures and layers of the B&I version of the Apology and contextualised it with the 
framework novel. We have seen how the original Buddhist B&I text became an ascetic 
Christian novel. From its birth to the Christian version, the novel went through a 
number of textual, cultural and language changes; however, despite this, some of the 
original Buddhist content remains in the Greek B&I version. Through gaining a critical 
understanding of the textual tradition of the Apology and B&I it has been possible to 
separate the Apology from B&I and to treat it as a distinct text. As has been shown, 
however, this is more difficult  than scholars dealing with the Apology have admitted to 
their readers yet; even the scholars’ own deep understanding of the Apology seems to 
have vastly underestimated the complexity of the B&I version.
  The Apology plays a vital role in B&I, not only in terms of how it is used in 
chapter 27 (its context and relation to the rest of the novel), but also in how the redactor 
draws information from the Apology and places it elsewhere in the novel: for example, 
we have seen that in chapters 7 and 31 of B&I the redactor clearly borrows ideas from 
the Apology. However, in doing so he does not move through the Apology in linear 
fashion; instead he jumps from one chapter of the Apology to another, indicating how 
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822 If the stemma was correct then the Syriac translator has largely corrupted the text. This I have proven 
to be, at times,  evident in a number of comparisons throughout this study: for example, the Syriac 
translator/redactor has altered the text and chose ‘grace’ instead of ‘providence’ (which is in the Armenian 
and Greek B&I version). Based on the stemma it would be unlikely that ‘grace’ was part of Gr3 and that 
the Armenian by chance had changed it and aligned itself to the Gr2 tradition,  except we have to reckon 
with a contamination of the two traditions.
familiar he is with its content. Clearly, the redactor of B&I was influenced by  the 
contents of the Apology, but the question which remains thus far unanswered is ‘why 
does the redactor of B&I rephrase and insert different ideas contained within the 
Apology into chapters 7 and 31 of the B&I novel?’ Chapter 2.E of this study outlined 
other external sources which the redactor of B&I relies on. Beyond the Apology and the 
Bible, the redactor of the B&I novel also draws heavily upon the texts of Symeon 
Metaphrastes and John of Damascus’ Expositio Fidei. Nevertheless, what we can 
discern from the evidence presented in Volk’s critical edition of the novel is that there is 
no other text of a similar length as the Apology which is in multiple locations 
throughout B&I.
 What is the aim of chapters 7 to 12 of B&I? Are they similar to the Apology? 
The same could be asked for chapter 31 of B&I since chapters 7-12 find no parallel in 
the Georgian version as attested by appendix 1, and are designed for someone to 
understand the Christian faith. The Apology contents are then well placed in chapter 7 
and chapter 31. The use of the contents of the Apology would make one presume the 
redactor did not have any other external source to hand with contents which resemble 
that of the Apology’s. However, we know from the evidence that in chapter 31 of B&I 
the redactor does use Epistula ad Diognetum. Therefore, is there a reason why the 
redactor quotes the Apology here and not elsewhere? In both cases, the redactor is 
discussing and rebuffing the belief and worship  of idols. There are, however, three other 
examples which rebuff the worship of idols in chapters 24, 25 and 32 of B&I: none of 
which use a source like either the Apology or Epistulam ad Diognetum. Clearly the 
redactor shows favour to the Apology over the Epistulam ad Diognetum as he does not 
use this anywhere else in B&I, and yet we cannot discern any particular reason for this.
 Chapter 2 of the study began by  looking at how the Apology has impacted B&I; 
however by the end of that chapter, the focus had shifted to how the redactor of B&I has 
impacted the Apology. The evidence suggests that the answer to the latter question is: 
astonishingly little. Yet there appears to be conflicting evidence as we found evidence to 
suggest that the redactor has made small changes and added content to the Apology.823 
 A number of questions remain unanswered. For example, some theological ideas 
(such as Λόγος theology and the Trinity) as well as basic Christian concepts (such as 
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823  For example, the redactor has inserted δηµιουργὸν,  εὐδόκησεν and ἀσπόρως τε καὶ ἀφθορως (see the 
sixteenth, eighteenth and nineteenth comparison – respectively – in the comparison between B&I 7 and 
the Apology).
baptism and referring to God as Father) are absent from the Apology. If the redactor 
inserted notions such as the demiurge, why did he not insert other, more obvious, ideas? 
When we look at the way the redactor has treated other sources there are only a handful 
of texts that have been inserted without significant changes,824  and even then, some 
changes have been made. It could be said that the redactor has treated the Apology very 
differently to these texts. Perhaps it  was the room for this external quote, Nachor’s 
speech, which provided a predesignated place where he could insert the Apology 
without the need to change any of its basic content to fit contextually into his design of 
the novel of B&I.
 The evidence of the third chapter of this study is highly significant: the relation 
between the Greek B&I version of the Apology in comparison to the P.Oxy and P.Heidel 
fragments is entirely  different to the relation between the Greek B&I version and the 
P.London fragment. The evidence of chapter 3 enabled me to suggest a revised stemma 
for the Apology.825 Yet, to provide a critical edition, based on the new stemma would go 
beyond the present study. 
 The ‘multilayeredness’ of the Apology remains evident, and there are redactional 
stages yet to be understood and assessed, before a textcritical edition in historical 
perspective should be undertaken. To present the various versions separately, as done in 
the most recent edition of Pouderon and Pierre, is of little help and especially  the 
groupings of the three papyri fragments into one tradition needs to be corrected. I have 
shown to what extent a) early texts are reliable despite transmissions and translations, b) 
to what extent the opposite is true as well, that  all these texts in whichever form we 
have them, are products of transmission, and therefore need extremely  careful handling 
and any  assumption of them being 'original' is problematic, c) in this particular case, I 
have shown that the existing stemma which is provided by Pouderon and Pierre was in 
need of correction, d) that we have to split the tradition of the Greek papyri and that the 
assumption of the papyri being 'old' is naive. Furthermore, the construction of a stemma 
and a history that concentrates on the myth of papyri being by nature older, and that 
P.London is the best fragment we have (because it agrees with the Syriac), is wrong. 
238
824  For example John of Damascus’ Expositio Fidei 36 and B&I 15, Expositio Fidei 86 and B&I 19; 
Symeon Metaphrastes,  Martyrium SS. Sergii et Bacchi 6 – 7 and B&I 12, Vita S. Gregorii Illuminatoris 10 
and B&I 21, Martyrium S. Catharinæ  4 and B&I 32; Matthew 25 and B&I 9; Hebrews 4 and B&I 9, 
Galatians 5 and B&I 11; 1 Peter 1 and B&I 20; Gregory Nazianzenus Orationes 19 and B&I 15.
825 Which is located in chapter 1.B.iv of this study.
While a text-critical edition will hardly produce the ‘original’ text of the Apology, it will 
at least give us a version which would date back to around the time of the Greek P.Oxy 
and P.Heidel, based on these, the Greek B&I version, the Syriac (together with 
P.London) and the Armenian version.
 However, it is clear that the best  stage that we can reach with this stemma is the 
fourth century, hence we can only attain a stage of the text which is more or less like the 
B&I without the clear additions of the latter's redactor. What happened to the Apology 
before this time can only  be guessed. A look into the much shorter version of the 
Armenian teaches that this text could have been much shorter. Hence, it is possible that 
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Appendices
Appendix 1 - Text comparison between the Georgian and Greek B&I
Georgian Greek
1.1
Describes Abenes (henceforth, the king) 
and how much he hated the Christians.
1.2
Christian holy monks ‘began to detest the 
transitory world’ which gave the king 
concern, so he persecuted them.
1.3 
A certain knight of the king’s comes to 
him and there is a long discourse between 
them on Christianity and the world. 
                  The king banishes him and 
then persecutes the Christians more.
1.4
The king has a child called Iodasaph 
(henceforth, I)  
-
and the king gathers astrologers to
                        determine the child’s 
future. They say he will not attain the 
glory of this world (i.e. he will become a 
Christian). Orders a city to be built apart 
and for his son to live in it.
1.5
Declares if after three days Christians
are found in the city they shall be burnt.
1
Thomas goes to India. King Abenner 
(henceforth, the king) and his idolatry. 
The king persecutes ‘the Faithful’ - monks 
who either suffered martyrdom or hid in 
the deserts/mountains.
2
Chief satrap of royal household became a 
Christian - joined the monks with fasting, 
vigils and study. The king became angry 
at this and apprehended him. A long 
discourse between the king and chief 
satrap ensues - how he was delivered from 
sin - tries to convince the king of his (the 
king’s) errors - shows how great Christ is 
with some doctrine - shows how bad the 
world is. King banished the chief satrap 
and persecuted the monks more fiercely.
The king had a child called Ioasaph 
(henceforth, I). 
King went to offer sacrifices.
3
Those who were schooled in the star-lore 
of the Chaldeans came to the king and to 
prophesy. They say that the Child will 
embrace ‘a better kingdom’ (i.e. the 
Christian religion). Kings build separate 
palace for the child to set him apart so the 
child could not hear about Christ.
Sent men to proclaim that all monks in the 




A counsellor kept his faith secret for fear 
of the king. He finds a man who is 
wounded underneath a tree who is a 
‘patcher of words’ and takes him home to 
be treated. But envious and maligned 
persons tells the king of how the 
counsellor is a Christian. King does not 
believe them - but the king makes a trial 
of the counsellor and the truth comes out - 
the king becomes angry and the 
counsellor goes away. Counsellor goes to 
physician for help - regains the kings 
favour.
1.6
The king asks two Christians why they are 
leaving the city and is enraged by what 
they say so burns them. ‘Thenceforth the 
burning of dead bodies became a custom 
among the pagans in the land of India.’
1.7
I grows old and wants to know why he 




I asks the king to be released as he does 
not enjoy his imprisonment - the king lets 
him be free and I frequently goes into the 
city. I meets a blind man, another maimed, 
another old and feeble - he becomes 
distressed at what he sees and hears (but 
when he sees the king he appears happy, 
but is in fact not). I asks his tutor more 
about the Christian faith and from then on 
detested all things of the world.
2.9
Introduces Balahvar (henceforth, B) who 
hears about I’s acts of detesting pleasures 
of the earth and a thirst for faith 
4
A man at court kept his faith secret for 
fear of the king - he finds a ‘physician of 
words’ hurt in the woods and takes him 
home to be treated. But ‘envious and 
maligned persons’ tells the king of how 
the Senator is a Christian. King does not 
believe them - but the king makes a trial 
of him and the truth comes out - 
the king becomes angry and the 
senator goes away. Senator goes to 
physician for help - regains the kings 
favour. 
Whilst hunting the king comes across two 
monks crossing the desert and he burns 
them. None of the monastic order are left 
except those who hid.
-
5
I grows old and wants to know why he 
has been imprisoned. I’s tutor tell him the 
truth about everything - and ‘the word of 
salvation’ took a hold of him. 
I asks the king to be released as he does 
not enjoy his imprisonment - the king lets 
him be free and I went abroad. 
       I meets a blind man, another maimed, 
another old and feeble - he becomes 
distressed at what he sees and hears (but 
when he sees the king he appears happy, 
but is in fact not). I asks for the tutor’s 
help - if the tutor knew of someone who 
could help him however the tutor remarks 
of how the king has persecuted and killed 
all those who could possibly have helped 
him.
6
Introduces Barlaam (henceforth, B) who 
was ‘graced in word and deed, a model 
follower of every monastic rule’ who 
learnt through ‘divine revelation’ of I’s 
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Georgian Greek
                                            goes to I and 
pretends to be a merchant which gains 
him access to I.
2.10
B says that before I will receive what he 
has brought he must first test him.
[Second Fable: The Sower, see below]
2.11
First Fable: The Trumpet of death: The 
Four Caskets.
2.12
First Fable: The Trumpet of death: The 
Four Caskets.
2.13
Second Fable: The Sower.
-
position and went to his country. B 
pretended to be a merchant which gains 
him access to see I.
B says that before I will receive what he 
has brought he must first test him.
B tells I the Parable of the Sower and I 
asks B to impart his wisdom.
Apologue One: The King’s brother and 
the Trumpet of Death
Apologue Two: Of the four Caskets 
[Parable of the Sower, see above]
7 
B tells I of the evil of the devil. Goes 
though the story of Genesis and the 
garden of Eden. God destroyed the world 
because of the evils of men.
8
I rejoices at what he hears and asks to 
hear more about baptism that the “Faithful 
receive” - which B tell him all about. I 
asks many more questions which B 
answers, mainly through what is in the 
Bible - and he then talks about the “Holy 
Gospels” and they were written down by 
the Apostles. Discussion about the
second coming and the resurrection of the 
dead. Discussion about heaven and 
Gehenna.
9
I asks where is the proof to what B has 
just said. Those that spoke the sayings by 
signs and wonders and miracles also 
spoke of the future - this is also confirmed 
by what Christ said and what he did - for 
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Georgian Greek
[Eleventh Fable: The Fowler and the 
Nightingale, see below.]
[B confessing his faith in the Holy Trinity, 
see below]
-
example the raising of Lazarus as well as 
Jesus’ own resurrection. This is further 
shown to I using Pauline scripture - 
including the rewards and the 
punishments. B starts speaking to I about 
different parables in the Bible.
10
I wants to know how he can ‘escape 
punishment’. B declares the way of 
salvation by what the Apostle Peter once 
said. 
Apologue Three: The Fowler and the 
Nightingale.
B confesses his faith in the Holy Trinity 
and tells I of the doom of sinners and the 
blessings of the righteous.
11
I declares his faith and asks to be baptised 
(denounces idolatry). B describes what he 
must do after he is baptised - he must not 
be after the flesh (lists what he must not 
do) but instead after the fruits of the Spirit 
(lists what he must receive) and that he 
must do good works and that he must not 
become impure after his first baptism, and 
to speak the commands of Christ. B tells I 
of how the Gospel is better than the law of 
Moses. I asks B about sins committed 
after baptism - B says that repentance 
with the ‘fount of tears’ is possible. 
Parable of the Prodigal Son, Good 
Shepherd as well as the rise and fall of 
Peter.
12
I is still concerned on how to prevent 
himself from falling and B tells him about 
the temptations of life in this world. 
Martyrdom is another form of baptism as 
it imitates Christ - it also means additional 
glories. B tells I of the hermits: their 
poverty, self-denial, aim and hope, and 
commends their purity of life as well as 




Third Fable: The Man and the Elephant.
2.15
-
Fourth Fable: The Man and his Three 
Friends.
2.16
Fifth Fable: The King for One Year.
2.17
I acknowledges Christ and a discussion on 
the previous fable (which is a parable to 
how the king treats Christians).
2.18
Sixth Fable: Dogs and Carrion.
2.19
Seventh Fable: Physician and Patient.
2.20
B tells I about how he came to decide to 
rid himself of earthly pleasures - which is 
given by God.
2.21
Eighth Fable: The Sun of Wisdom.
-
2.22
I asks about others who are like Balahvar 
and he tells him of other Christians.
describes hermits dwellings. B tells I of 
monastic orders and their rules, and 
angelic life and are called blessed because 
of their sufferings. B contrasts this 
blessedness to the falseness and misery of 
the world (which is vain and treacherous).
Apologue Four: The Man and the 
Unicorn.
13
I hears everything with joy
Apologue Five: the Man and his Three 
friends. 
14
Apologue Six: The City that had Strangers 
for its Kings 
B then bewails at the vain restlessness of 
human life and tells I the way of peace. B 
describes how he was called out of the 
world and tells I how he can lay up 
himself his treasure in heaven.
-
15
B describes the virtue of almsgiving - 
which Christ commands. B tells the story 
where Christ tells all to sell everything to 
follow him.
It is the vanity of men who will not obey 
this call by Christ (who are like those who 
shut their eyes against the light of sun). B 
defines free will and choice and that 
virtue lies within our power.
16
I asks if B is the only one that preaches 
such hatred of the world and B tells him 
that elsewhere there are others who preach 
such things but in this country such things 




Ninth Fable: The King and the Poor 
Couple.
I wants to flee from the world.
2.24
Tenth Fable: The Rich Youth and the Poor 
Maiden.
2.25
I questions B a bit more about being a 
Christian and asks B’s age (12 years).
2.26
Eleventh fable: The Fowler and the 
Nightingale. 
B confesses his faith and gives I the creed.
2.27
What deeds are pleasing to God. Another 
statement of hating and detesting this 
world.
2.28
B talks about salvation - wisdom and 
virtue are greater than food.
2.29
Discussion on how to recognise heretical 
Christian sects. How to resist the devil.
2.30
Teleological argument for God’s 
existence.
2.31
I asks B how do you know there’s a 
resurrection of the dead.
2.32
God will send apostles and prophets 
who’s word will make the truth known 
and distinguish them from the liars.
[B’s age (12 years), see above]
Apologue Seven: The King and His 
Counsellor that Went Abroad in the City 
to See the Sights. 
I wants to flee from the world.
Apologue Eight: The Young Man that 
Fled from a Rich and Noble Bride.
[B’s age (45 years), see below]
[Apologue Three: The Fowler and the 
Nightingale, see above]
[B confessing his faith see above]
-
17
B prays that I’s eyes can also be opened to 
see the glory of God. That glory is 
manifest in man as well as in creation. B 
proves that the world subsists by divine 
providence which passes all of man’s 
understanding.
18
I thanks B and enquires about him. Tells I 
he is 45 years (which is since he became a 
Christian, when he is in fact around 70). B
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[Thirteenth Fable: The Costume of 
Enemies, see below]
[Twelfth Fable: The tame Gazelle, see 
below]
[Spiritual wealth, see below]
-
2.33
Zadan (a tutor of I) becomes troubled 
about B’s visits, so I hid Zadan on B’s 
next visit to hear their discourse. B 
teaches I about the passing world.
2.34
Zadan tells I how he likes the idea of 
Christianity but is faithful to the king. 
I asks Zadan not to tell the king.
2.35
Twelfth Fable: The tame Gazelle.
2.36
The wealth of the Christian (i.e. spiritual 
wealth being greater than financial wealth 
tells I of what he did after the desert, his 
attire - and I asks to see his attire and 
weeps at the sight of it.
Apologue Nine: The tame Gazelle that 
herded with the wild.
I weeps and wants to give alms to B and 
his companions but B forbids this and 
shows that he and his companions have 
true wealth (i.e. spiritual wealth versus 
financial wealth). B tells I to give his 
wealth to the poor and win the blessing of 
the Lord.
19
B prepares I for baptism by instructing 
him on the trinity which I must accept 
unquestioningly. The passion of Christ as 
well as the Eucharist. I is baptised.
B gives thanks and bids I to walk worthy 
of his calling. I to present his soul spotless 
before God and beware of evil things.
20
B bids that I will pray to God and tells 
him about the power of prayer, as shown 
in the psalm of David and puts men into 
heaven. B then reminds I again of his 
redemption.
21
Zardan (a tutor of I) becomes troubled 
about B’s visits, so I hid Zardan on B’s 
next visit to hear their discourse. B 
teaches I the teachings of the Catholic 
(ὀρθοδόξου) Faith.
Zardan is afraid of the king although likes 
Christianity.
I pleads to Zardan not to tell the king.
[Apologue Nine: The tame Gazelle, see 
above]
[Spiritual wealth, see above]
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- saying that I is in fact poor).
2.37
Thirteenth Fable: The Costume of 
Enemies - how B wears clothes.
2.38
I offers his garments for B (B refuses as 
they would be a reward for his pious act) 
so                                                 I gives B 
an old garment in exchange for B’s habit.
2.39
B departs instructions on how I should 
live his life.
2.40
B departs from I.
3.41
Zadan becomes troubled at the way I 
behaves and feigns sickness but the 
physician cannot detect a disease (tells the 
king that it is a sickness of the spirit).
Zadan visits the king and tells him of B’s 
visits.
3.42
The King calls for Rakhis and Rakhis 
plots for the king                            by 
capturing B and if  not to get 
Nakhor to pretend to be B.
3.43
                                                    Rakhis 
finds a group of hermit, one of them 
carrying bones which are relics.
-
The king receives the monks and asks 
them about the relics.
          The monk rebukes the king when
[The costume of enemies message, see 
above] 
B takes his leave in fear of the king 
and still refuses even a gift for himself 
from I (last time I offered a gift to B as 
well as his fellow monks). Instead I took 
the hair shirt of B’s and gave in return 
another hair shirt to him.
B gives I his last lesson. I laments at the 
loss of B. B prays a final prayer with I, 
and leaves.
22
Zardan becomes troubled at the way I 
behaves and feigns sickness but the 
physician cannot detect a disease (tells the 
king that it is a sickness of the spirit).
Zardan visits the king and tells him of B’s 
visits.
The king calls his counsellor Araches and 
he plots how to recover I’s idolatry (by 
capturing B and if not get a man named 
Nachor to pretend to be B and plead the 
cause of the Christians, but shall be shown 
the error of his ways and converted back 
to idolatry). The king sends out Araches to 
find B. Araches captures a bands of 
monks (one of them carrying a wallet of 
hair, a relic of a previous holy Father) and 
asks them about B. The monks defy 
Araches and he tortures them and then 
sends them to the king 
23
The king receives the monks and beats 
them and asks about the relic in the 
wallet. The monk rebukes the king when 
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the king is not able to find sufficient 
response in what the monk originally 
stated.
-
The king ordered that their hands and feet 
lopped off and eyes dug out (but not 
killed).
3.44
Rakhis went and found Nakhor (told him 
what to do) and he was discovered by the 
king on the road
Barakhia knew of Nakhor and went to tell 
I that it was not B whom was captured.
3.45
The king pleads with I to renounce 
Christianity whom B has deceived him 
into, and return to the worship of his (the 
king’s) gods. I responds to the king’s 
pleading quite boldly and confesses his 
Christian faith and makes a standpoint of 
how he must abstain form all idolatry and 
so must the king do also. The king gets 
very angry and casts numerous reproaches 
upon I. I tries to calm the king down and 
then show him the vanity of his present 
power and pleasures, and shows the surety 
and steadfastness of the things which are 
eternal. The king departs from I in sorrow.
-
3.46
The king returns quite sorrowful and 
seeks to make things right with I. 
-
The king tells I how all his forefathers 
were idolaters and for I to inherit the 
kingdom he must be one too and thus lays 
a trap. I saw the trap
-                                    I tells the 
the king is not able to find sufficient 
response in what the monk originally 
stated. 
The monk and king argue with one 
another, retorting what the other has said. 
The monks are tortured and killed through 
torture.
24
Araches went and found Nachor the 
sorcerer who was to make himself to be 
Barlaam, and brought him before the king. 
I hears of fake B’s capture but hears of the 
truth in a vision.
The king pleads with I to renounce 
Christianity whom B has deceived him 
into, and return to the worship of his (the 
king’s) gods. I responds to the king 
pleading quite boldly and confesses his 
Christian faith and makes a standpoint of 
how he must abstain form all idolatry and 
so must the king do also. The king gets 
very angry and casts numerous reproaches 
upon I. I tries to calm the king down and 
then show him the vanity of his present 
power and pleasures, and shows the surety 
and steadfastness of the things which are 
eternal. The king departs from I in anger.
25
I prays for strength and comfort (evokes 
ideas within the psalms). 
The king visits I again and pleads tenderly  
to him to return to his old ways and 
claims that he has sought a variety of 
different religions conversing with some 
who are called Christians but settled upon 
the truth of idol-worship and begs I again 
to return to his old ways. The king lays a 
trap saying that the son will inherit his 
kingdom 
        but I sees the trap 
and prays for strength. I then convicts the 
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king of his error                 and warns him 
what will happen when he and all other 
mortals have left their worldly glory
and the king goes away to think about 
what I has said. In the end he offers an 
assembly to discuss the issues
3.47
Only Barakhia came to help B defend 
Christianity.                                        
                  I speaks to Nakhor begging 
him to do well, Nakhor decides to defend 
Christianity well. 
                When Nakhor heard these 
words of Ioadasaph’s he realized that he 
had fallen into the snare which he himself 
had dug, and perceived the evil fate and 
perdition which faced him, now that death 
threatened him from both side. He saw 
that his only hope of avoiding doom lay in 
employing his whole heart and strength to 
support and advocate the creed of 
Balahvar, and thereby pacify the king’s 
son. He was confident that the king would 
parson him, in view of the plot they had 
framed together.
-
king of a grievous error and warned him 
of the approach of Doomsday when the 
powers of the heavens will be shaken and 
the wicked shall receive their punishment 
and the righteous their reward.
26
                        The king thinks about what 
I has said. The king offers to hold a debate 
on the truth of his religion - the king then 
summons Christians and idolaters to the 
trial. 
Only Barachias came to help Barlaam 
defend Christianity. The king sat as judge 
and reminds all of the greatness of the 
issue. I speaks to Nachor telling him the 
seriousness of this and Nachor then dreads 
the resolve of I to pleads his cause in good 
faith. When Nachor heard these words, he 
was exceeding sorrowful and downcast, 
seeing himself falling into the destruction 
that he had made for other, and being 
drawn into the net that he had laid privily, 
and feeling the sword entering into his 
own soul. So he took counsel with 
himself, and determined rather to take the 
side of the king's son, and make it to 
prevail, that he might avoid the danger 
hanging over him, because the prince was 
doubtless able to requite him, should he 
be found to provoke him. But this was all 
the work of divine providence that was 
wisely establishing our cause by the 
mouth of our adversaries. For when these 
idol-priests and Nachor crossed words, 
like another Barlaam, who, of old in the 
time of Balak, when purposing to curse 
Israel, loaded him with manifold 
blessings, so did Nachor mightily resist 
these unwise and unlearned wise men. 
There sat the king upon his throne, his son 
beside him, as we have said. There beside 
him stood these unwise orators who had 
whetted their tongues like a sharp sword, 
to destroy truth, and who (as saith Esay) 





So Nakhor opened his lips and began to 
denounce the idols and their acolytes and 
then to praise the faith of the Christians 
and their sacred laws. Such a pitch of 
devastating eloquence did his speech 
attain, with such cogency of repartee, that 
even Balahvar himself could not have 
equalled it, nor could any of the devotees 
of the idols refute Nakhor on a single 
point in his oration.
There were gathered innumerable 
multitudes, come to view the contest and 
see which side should carry oft the 
victory. Then one of the orators, the most 
eminent of all his fellows, said unto 
Nachor, "Art thou that Barlaam which 
hath so shamelessly and audaciously 
blasphemed our gods, and hath enmeshed 
our king's well beloved son in the net of 
error, and taught him to serve the 
Crucified?" Nachor answered, "I am he, I 
am Barlaam, that, as thou sayest, doth set 
your gods at nought: but the king's son 
have I not enmeshed in error; but rather 
from error have I delivered him, and 
brought him to the true God." The orator 
replied, "When the great and marvellous 
men, who have discovered all knowledge 
of wisdom, do call them high and 
immortal gods, and when all the kings and 
honourable men upon earth do worship 
and adore them, how waggest thou tongue 
against them, and, in brief, how durst thou 
be so mighty brazen-faced? What is the 
manner of thy proof that the Crucified is 
God, and these be none?" Then replied 
Nachor, disdaining even to answer the 
speaker. He beckoned with his hand to the 
multitude to keep silence, and opening his 
mouth, like Balaam's ass, spake that 
which he had not purposed to say, and 
thus addressed the king.
27
By the providence of God, O king, came I 
into the world; ...
The Apology of Aristides
...in order that ye may escape punishment, 




At this the blessed Iodasaph was joyful in 
spirit. His face became radiant through the 
grace of the Holy Spirit, and he thanked 
and glorified the grace of the Holy Spirit, 
and he thanked and glorified God, the 
Father of Our Lord Jesus Christ, who had 
fortified His religion through the mouth of 
his adversaries.
The debate continued for a long time. 
King Abenes was filled with indignation 
at Nakhor’s success, but was ashamed to 
wreak vengeance upon him in the people’s 
presence for dear that his own unjust 
behaviour should be exposed to public 
view. So the king reflected: ‘I have 
brought this evil upon myself!’ Thereupon 
the king began himself to speak and argue 
with Nakhor. Since he expressed himself 
with ho-tempered force and in angry 
tones, Nakhor took fright, thinking that 
the king resented the extent of his 
superiority in this debate, and this 
hampered him in formulating arguments. 
This in turn encouraged his idolaters, for 
Nakhor began to give way of his own 
accord through fear of the king. And the 
king and all his subjects followed the 
debate with bated breath. Evening drew 
on while the debate was still in progress, 
and victory was not yet made manifest on 
either side. The prince for his part, fearing 
that Nakhor would fall victim to the 
king’s cruelty, readily forgave him for 
flagging in his opposition to King Abenes.
3.47 (continued)
The debate follows and after I tells 
Nakhor that he knows who he is.
                                    Nakhor admits that 
he now believes in God and repents his 
sins. 
                        Nakhor then departs and 
dwelt among the hermits.      When the 
28
When Nachor had fully delivered this 
oration, the king changed countenance for 
very anger, but his orators and temple-
keepers stood speechless, having nothing 
but a few weak and rotten shreds of 
argument in reply. But the king's son 
rejoiced in spirit and with glad 
countenance magnified the Lord, who had 
made a path, where no path was, for them 
tat trusted in him, who by the mouth of a 
foeman and enemy was establishing the 
truth; and the leader of error had proved a 
defender of the right cause. 
But the king, although furiously enraged 
with Nachor, was nevertheless unable to 
do him any mischief, because of the 
proclamation already read before all, 
wherein he urged him to plead without 
fear in behalf of the Christians. So he 
himself made answer in many words, and 
by dark speeches hinted that Nachor 
should relax his resistance, and be 
worsted by the argument of the orators. 
But Nachor the more mightily prevailed, 
tearing to pieces all their propositions and 
conclusions and exposing the fallacy of 
their error. After the debate had been 
prolonged till well-nigh eventide, the king 
dismissed the assembly, making as though 
he would renew the discussion on the 
morrow.
28 (continued)
I outwits the king and takes Nachor to his 
palace and blames him for his deceit (as 
he tells him how he knows he is Nachor 
and not B) but thanks him for such an 
excellent speech. Nachor repents of his 
sins and what he has done but I tells him 
to be of good courage as Nachor seeks out 
salvation. Nachor goes into the desert and 
is baptised by a passing monk. When the 
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king learnt about what happened to 
Nakhor he fell into despair and the king 
started to despise the idols but could not 
adopt the way of Christianity.
-
3.48
Thedma the idol priest (and hermit) goes 
to see the king. 
                 Thedma went to praise the king 
on his victory and learnt that it was a 
defeat.
Fourteenth Fable: The Amorous Wife.
The king makes a great feast in honour of 
his idols.
3.49
Fifteenth Fable: The Youth who had never 
seen a Woman. 
The king sends women to I 
-
       and falls in love with one of them and 
she says she will become a 
      Christian and follow his way of life if 
they can be together and get married. I 
tells the damsel he cannot marry.
-
He spends the night in vigil and has a 
vision and dreams about the joy of the 
righteous and the torment of sinners. The 
king visits I when he hears about the 
dream.
-
king learnt about what happened to 
Nachor he became angry at the impotence 
of his own gods and starts to doubt what 
he used to believe but did not want to 
believe in the very strict Christian god 
because of all the worldly things he 
enjoyed. I then desires to see B again.
29
The idol priests resort to Theudas the 
magician (who held a high favour with the 
king). Theudas went to the king to praise 
him of his victory but learnt of it as a 
defeat - Theudas promises the king a 
triumph. 
-
The king makes a great feast in honour of 
his idols. 
Theudas plots a trap to ensnare I
30
Apologue Ten: Devils that Deceive Men.
The king sends women to I. Theudas went 
home to cast a spell on I and I felt the evil 
and temptation of sin so prayed to God 
and he fasted and held vigils. The devil 
entered one of the damsels but I is taken 
hold by an evil spirit whilst I tries to tell 
her about Christianity. She said she will 
become a Christian if he weds her. I tells 
the damsel that he is forbidden to marry 
but she shows I that it says in the 
scriptures for men and women to be 
married. I tells her about his chastity. She 
then asks him to be her leman for the 
night instead of her husband. Having set 
the trap I nearly falls into sin but then 
prays for deliverance and after falling 
asleep for many hours has a vision of the 
joy of righteousness and the torment of 
sinners. I falls sick and the king visits 
him.
31
The spirits report to Theudas that they had 
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                                                 [Thedma 
goes to see I,
talks with him
                                                           and 
is baptised, see below]
3.50
Asks the king for him to go into the 
wilderness. The king then says he will 
give I half his kingdom.
3.51
The king is moved by I’s faith but is 
equally saddened and cries.
3.52
The king thinks he has won I over a little 
(I yielded when the king started to cry), so 
the king gave over half his kingdom to I. I 
asks for all those who are in jail be 
released into his care.
3.53
I choses a house that is not a palace but 
not also a poor man’s house that inside is 
neither too majestic nor mean in 
appearance. [temple built, see below]
failed in winning over I - the spirits
acknowledged that they could defeat the 
first man but no I. They give up. Theudas 
asks to go meet with I and argue with him. 
I denounces the wickedness of Theudas, 
convicting him of the wickedness of 
idolatry and worshipping lifeless images. I 
shows Theudas how the idols are nothing 
more than images of men’s vices. I rebuffs 
attacks made by Theudas on Christianity 
and asserts the glory of Christ.
32
Theudas claims the mighty and wise for 
his support. But I shows that the he does 
not need such people for the Gospel speak 
enough truth. I shows the origin of 
idolatry and how they came to worship 
the devils as gods. Theudas admits defeat 
and asks for a pardon. I shows Theudas 
hope. Theudas burns his magic books and 
is baptised.
-
                                           [king offers 
half his kingdom, see above]
-
33
The king debates again over I and takes 
on Araches’ advice. The king gives I half 
of his kingdom. 
-
                         I builds a Christian temple 
in his chief city, and leads his people to 





Everything which his father gave him he 
sent abroad and sold and then distributed 
the wealth and everyone became 
prosperous. I builds churches.
3.55
I’s part of the kingdom became Christian 
and received baptism and his fame 
became known.
3.56
The king is frightened that the people will 
rise up against him because of what his 
son has done. 
[takes council, see below] He writes to I 
and I responds.
3.57
The kings counsellors, from I’s response, 
suggest that the king hands over the other 
half of the kingdom to I.
3.58
The king writes to I. I is pleased with his 
father’s decision and asks for the kings 
counsellors be sent to him.
3.59
The counsellors turn to Christianity, 
-
return to the king and the king and all the 
people turn to Christianity also.
3.60
Letters are exchanged between the king 
and they all received baptism and many 
flocked to hear of I’s teaching. 
He gave out all his wealth. 
[church built, see above]
[baptism, see above] his fame outshone 
that of his father, King Abenner (and even 
his father’s subjects turn to Christ).
-
34
The king again takes council, and writes a 
letter to I,
[takes council, see above]
-
renouncing his idolatry. I reads the letter 
and cries - he sings a (psalm like) hymn of 
amazement  and prays for God to release 
the bonds of the devil. I visits his father 
and preaches the Gospel to him. I tells the 
king of the creation and the fall as well as 
the redemption of Christ (and his 
Incarnation) and the infinite love of God 
to man.
35
The king denounces idolatry and becomes 




and I and then the king burns all idol 
temples and
hands over his entire realm.
-
3.61
Thedma goes to see I and there are 
numerous questions from Thedma about 
Christianity which leads Thedma into 
becoming a Christian and is baptised. 
3.62
Abenes becomes sick but becomes 
despondent. I comforts him before the 
king dies.
3.63
I buries Abenes and give thanks to
God for his life but mourns for his
father for seven days and distributes the 
rest of his wealth.
3.64
I tells his people that he wishes to join the 
monks.
                                          The people cry 
out when they hear this.
         I tells Barakhia that he is to become 
king. Barakhia is not happy about this.
3.65
I slips away in the night, leaving a letter 
indicating Barakhia to be king and they 
chase after him persuading him to stay. 
They realise of I’s resolve and I prays for 
Barakhia and gives him his signet ring 
and leaves him with instructions on how 
he should show mercy to all men and 
forgive them of their sins.
3.66
I leaves his people
goes into the desert dressed as a
The king burns all idolatry temples to the 
ground and is baptised. The Christian 
Faith prospered in the kingdom and the 
king thus handed over his kingdom and 
went into solitude, repenting daily. 
[Theudas goes to see I, talks to him and is 
baptised, see above]
The king becomes sick until his death but 
before he dies he feels despondent in 
everything he had done but I comforts 
him.
I buries his father and thanks God for
his salvation but mourns for his father
for seven days and distributes the rest
of his wealth.
36
I summons an assembly and tells them 
that he intends to put aside his royal estate 
and retire to be with God. The people cry 
out in sorrow for I not to go and he listens 
to them and says that he will not leave 
them. I takes Barachias to one side and 
offers him the kingdom but Barachias 
refuses.
I sneaks away in the night, leaving a letter 
indicating Barachias to be king but the 
people find out and find him. I returns but 
does so to make Barachias, much to the 
latter’s disgust and resistance, king. I 
charges Barachias to administer his trust 
in God’s sight, and show mercy to all men 
and forgive them off their sins. 
I departs from his grief stricken people.
37





and went into the land of Sarandib.
Searches for B and found him after two 
years search.
-                          B cries with happiness 
and asks what I has done. I tells B 
everything that had happened and they 
gave thanks to God.
3.67
After a few days
-
B died and I was sad. 
I places B in a grotto where he lived and 
dreamt about two crowns: one for him and 
one for his father         as well as B 
showing the riches which he 
will have.
3.68
I soon passed away too 
                             and a holy man buries 
him with B. 
Barakhia went and found I and B and took 
away their bodies and laid them to rest in 
a Church and those who were infirm by 
grievous ailments were delivered by them 
from the relics that wrought many 
miracles.
hermit, trying to find B. He became 
thirsty in the desert and was tempted by 
the devil in a variety of forms but 
conquered them all and found the land of 
Senaar where B dwelt. 
38
I dwelt alone in the desert for two years 
trying to find B and eventually met a 
hermit who directs I to B. B rejoices and 
asks what I has done. I tells him and B 
gives thanks and they 
praise God together. 
I dwells with B for many years, in an 
ascetic life style. 
39
B calls I to him and tells him to endure 
and not to faint in faith, that he should be 
strong, keeping himself from all arrogance 
and pride. I would prefer to die with B but 
B tells him off telling him the will of God. 
B sends I on an errand and bid each other 
the last farewell. B’s last thanksgiving and 
prayer and dies.
40
I places B where he lived and prays 
psalms. I sleeps and has a dream of the 
heavenly city in which B is in, and B 
showing the glory of his riches which I is 
to have. 
I spends 35 years in the desert doing many  
things and then dies. The hermit who had 
previously showed I where B was, learn 
of I’s death and buried him with B. 
Barachias learns of I’s death and brings 
both I and B back and lays them in I’s 
church. 
                                   They are made 
saints and their relics wrought many 
miracles.
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Appendix 2 - Five text comparison of the Apology








the worship of 
God.








philosopher of    
Athens.
 (1.1) I, 
O king,     
 by the 
grace 
of God        
came into 
this world; and 
having 
contemplated 
the heavens and 
the  earth and 
the seas, and 
beheld the sun 
           and the 
rest of the 
orderly        
creation, I was 






              To the 
Emperor 
Hadrian Caesar, 





 (1.1) I, 
O king, was 




this world and    
saw the       
Heaven, the      
earth and the 
sea,   
 the sun, the 
moon and the 
stars and all the 
creatures          
and was 
astonished
and aware that 
the world must 





















      (1.1) Ego, 
imperator, 
prouidentia   
Dei               
ueni 
in mundum et 
aspexi      
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and all that is 
therein are 
moved by the 
impulse of 
another, and I 
understood 
that he that 
moveth 
them is God 
who is hidden 
in them and 
concealed from 
them: 
and this is well 




than that which 
is moved.
And that I 
should 
investigate 
concerning this  
Mover of all, as 
to how He 
exists - for this 
is evident to 
me, for He is 
incomprehen-
sible in His 
nature - and 







be driven            
and           
moved by 
             God 
who is the 
creator of all       
for he who is 
powerful moves 




provident      
and         drives 
everything.   
 For me 





    
him,
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comprehend it 
fully, is not 
profitable for 
me; for no one 
is able perfectly  
to comprehend 
it. (1.2) But I 
say concerning 




       God 
             of all, 
who made all 
               
           for the 
sake of man; 
and it is evident 
to me that this 
is expedient, 
that one should 
fear God, and 
not grieve man.
 Now I 
say that 





         and it 
brings no profit, 
because         
his nature is 
unattainable. 
(1.2) But we 
know that 
he 
only leads all 
creatures by his 
providence, 
he is the Lord 
and God and 
creator of all, 
who created all 
visual things by 
his
kindness and 
granted it to 
humanity.  Thus 
it is                     
worthy 
to worship and 
glorify 
only God,           
 
and love each 




much is known 
about God, it is 
created by itself 
and hence 
encompasses 








τὰ πάντα καὶ 
διακρατοῦντα,
(1.2) Ipsum 
confiteor    esse 
Deum qui 
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           without 
beginning and 




ible: and in 
saying that He 
is complete, I 
mean this; that 
there is no 
deficiency in 
Him, and He 
stands in need 
of nought, but 
everything 
stands in need 
of Him: and in 
saying that He 
is without 
beginning, I 
mean this; that 
everything 
which has a 
beginning has 
also an end; and 
that which has 
an end is 
dissoluble. He 
has no name; 
for everything 
that has a            
name is 
associated with 
the created; He 




for he who 
posses this is 
associated 
with things 
fashioned.  He 
is not male, nor 
is He female: 
wisdom with no 
beginning or 





fills the need of 
all.  
          He is 
with no 
beginning 
        because 
everyone 
who has a 
beginning has 
also an end.  
 
     He is with 
no name 
because things 
that have name  
are     
                           
   created. He 
has no colour or 
form
and it will take 
the shape and 
the form in 
which he finds 
himself. It does 
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                   the 
heavens do not 
contain Him; 
but the heavens 






He has none; 
for there is 
none that is 
more powerful 
than He; 
anger and wrath 
He possesses 
not, for there is 
nothing that can 
stand against 
Him. Error and 
forgetfulness 
are not in His 
nature,








it finds itself.  
He is not even 
contained by 
Heaven as it 
transcends it 
and the Heaven 
and all 
creatures 
               are 
contained in 
him.  There is 
no contrary to 
him, 
and if there is 
then it is one 
and the same. 
He is immobile, 
unlimited and 
without any 
borders as there 
is no place 
where he 





does not have 
anger or rage 
              
because he is a 
complete 




        τε καὶ 
λήθης καὶ 
ἀγνοίας
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consists.
He asks no      
sacrifice and no 
libation, nor 
any of the 
things that are 
visible; He asks 
not anything 
from anyone; 




Since then it 
has been 
spoken to you 
by us 
concerning 
God, as far as 




let us now 
come to the 
race of men, in 
order that we 
may know 
which of them 
hold any part of 
that











visual     by 
men 
as he should be 
glorified every 
hour.
 (2.1) I 
was granted by
God’s wisdom 
to utter as much 
as I was able to 
and not to the 
real extent of 
his majesty, for 
only with belief 
I can glorify 




race here forth 
and 
see those who 
have 
accepted the













































      (2.1.) Hiis 
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of them are in 
error therefrom.
 
(2.2) This is 
plain to you, 
                    O 
king, that there  
              are 
four races of 
men in this 
world; 
Barbarians and 
Greeks,               




reckon the head 
of the race of 
their religion 
from Kronos 
and from Rhea 
and the rest 
of their gods: 
but the Greeks 
from Helenus, 
who is said to 
and those who 
are lost.
(2.2) It is 
evident to us, 
                 O 
King, that 
humans are of 
four kinds of 
tribes (people), 




others Jews and 




origin to   
       Beel and 





καὶ τίνες τῆς 
πλάνης.           
(2.2) Φανερὸν 
γάρ ἐστιν ἡµῖν,   
                 ὦ 
βασιλεῦ, ὅτι 
τρία γένη εἰσὶν 
ἐν τῷδε τῷ 
κόσµῳ, ὧν 





               καὶ 
Ἰουδαῖοι, καὶ 
Χριστιανοί. 
Αὐτοὶ δὲ πάλιν, 
οἱ τοὺς πολλοὺς 
σεβόµενοι 









nobis est, o 
imperator, 
quoniam 
tria genera sunt 
que in hoc 
mundo 
conuersantur, 
quorum sunt hii 
qui a uobis dicti 
sunt dii. 
Adorant Iudei 







Ipsi uero iterum 
qui plures 
deos 
uenerantur,     
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be from Zeus; 
and from 
       Helenus 
was born 
Aeolus and 
Xythus, and the 




last of all from 
Danaus the 
Egyptian and 
from Kadmus     
         and from 
Dionysus.
Moreover the 
Jews reckon the 









from Syria and 
settled in 
Egypt, and 
         Zeus who 
is Theos and 
attribute their 
origin of their 
race to Helena    
 and 
Xythos and 











             The 
Jews attribute 
the origin of      
their race to 
Abraham and 
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there were 
called the race 
of the Hebrews 
by their 









Christ, who is 
named the Son 
of God most 
High;        
and it is said 
that God          
came down 
from heaven, 
and from a        
Hebrew virgin 
took and clad 
Himself with 
flesh, 
and in a 
daughter of 
man there dwelt
             the Son 
of God. 
This is taught 
from that 
Gospel which a 
little while ago 
was spoken 
among them as 
being preached; 
wherein if ye 
there were 




then they went 






origin of their 
race to the 
Lord Jesus 
Christ.     This 
is him the son 
of God in the 
Heavens who 
appeared as the 
Holy Spirit and 
descended from 
heaven 
to a       
Hebrew virgin 
and was born 
taking a body 
form from the 
virgin to
appear as 
human. The son 




whole world by 
his life giving 
     preaching.
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also will read, 
ye will 
comprehend the 
power that is 
upon it. This 
Jesus, then,     
was born of the
tribe of the 
Hebrews; 
             and He 
had          
twelve 
disciples,
         in order 
that a certain 
dispensation of 
His might be 
fulfilled.
He was pierced 
by the Jews; 
and He died 
and was buried; 
and they say 
that after three 
days He rose 
                  and 




went forth into 
the known parts 




He is the one 
who was born 
in a flesh from 
the Hebrew 
Virgin Mary, 
Mother of God.  





truth made the 
whole world his 
disciple 
was crucified 
by the Jews and 





         disciples 
all over the 
universe to 
spread/preach 
the wonders of 
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with all 
humility and 
sobriety; and on 
this account 
those also who 




are well known. 
There are then 
four races of 
mankind, as I 




To God then 
ministers 
wind,                 
and to angels 
fire; but to      
demons water,    
and to                 
men earth.
 (3.1) Let 
us then begin 
with the 
Barbarians, and 
by degrees we 
will proceed to 
the rest of the 
peoples, in 
order that we 
may understand 
which of them 
hold the truth 
concerning 
God, 




light. These are  
   
              the 
four races that 
we present to 
you, O King, 





revealed the   
spiritual, and 
from the angels 
fire and from 
the devils liquid 




        τίνες 
τούτων 
µετέχουσι 
τῆς ἀληθείας      
καὶ τίνες τῆς 
πλάνης.   Οἱ 
        (3.1) 
Aspiciamus 
igitur 
       qui sunt ex 
hiis qui 
participentur 
ueritati    
         et qui 
errori.
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Barbarians 
then, inasmuch 






and they began 
to serve 
created things 
instead of the 
Creator of 







temples; and lo! 
they worship 
them
and guard them 
with great 
precaution, 
that their gods 



















οὐρανοῦ τε καὶ 
γῆς καὶ τῆς 
θαλάσσης, 
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stolen 






must be greater 




creates must be 
greater than 
that whatever is 
created: 
if so be then 
that their 
gods are too 
weak for their 
own salvation, 





then have erred 





profit them not.  
(3.2) And it 
comes to me to 
wonder also, O 
king, at their
philosophers, 
how they too 
















































fortius est illo 
quod custoditur 





Si enim infirmi 
sunt 
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honour of the 
elements; and 







if a little part of 
the element be 
dissolved or 
corrupted, and 




and are not in 
their nature 
gods,
how can they 
call gods 
those      
likenesses 
which are made 
in their honour? 
Great then is 






 (4.1) Let 
us turn     then, 
O  king, to the 
elements    
themselves, 
in order that we 
may show 
          αὐτῶν 
οὐδ᾿ ὅλως 








                καὶ 
ὑποτασσόµενα 
κατὰ ἀνάγκην, 
πῶς εἰσι θεοί; 

















            non 
intellexerunt 















sunt per se, set 








       (4.1) 
Ueniamus 




de eis quia 
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concerning 
them that they 
are not gods, 
but a creation, 
corruptible 
and changeable, 
which is in the
likeness of 
man. But God 
is 
















ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος 
παραχθέντα 
προστάγµατι
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          Κόσµος 
δὲ κατασκευή 
ἐστί τινος 
τεχνίτου·     τὸ 
κατασκευασθὲν 
δὲ ἀρχὴν καὶ 
τέλος ἔχει. 


















ποιοῦνται τοῦ   
ἀποτελεῖν 












ἀνάγκην σὺν τῷ 
οὐρανίῳ 
κόσµῳ. 



































est eis a 
















earth that it is 
God have 
already erred,









of men of 
beasts and of 
cattle: and since 
sometimes it 
becomes what 
is useless; for if 
it be burned        
it becomes         












































nobis non esse 
celum deum, 
set opus Dei.

















     Si enim cum 
igne decocta 
fuerit, erit 






si habundantius  
pluuia fuerit et 
nimietate eius
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         (5.1) Οἱ 
δὲ] νοµί[ζοντες 
   
               τὸ 
ὕδωρ] εἶνα[ι θν 
ἐπλανήθη]σαν.  





with its fruits: 
and lo! it is 
trodden on by 
men and 
beasts, and it 
receives the 
impurity of the 
blood of the        
slain; 
and it is digged 
and filled 
with the dead 
and becomes a 
repository for 
bodies: none of 
which things 
can that holy 
and venerable 
and blessed and 
incorruptible 
nature receive. 
And from this 
we have 
perceived that 
the earth is not   
God but a 
creature of 
God.
        (5.1) And 
in like manner 
again have 
those erred who 
have thought 
concerning 
water that it is 
God. 
         For water 
was created for
φθείρεται καὶ 
αὐτὴ καὶ οἱ 
καρποὶ αὐτῆς.
Καταπατεῖται 





















        (5.1) Οἱ δὲ 
νοµίζοντες
                τὸ 
ὕδωρ εἶναι θεὸν 
ἐπλανήθησαν. 
Kαὶ αὐτὸ γὰρ 


























      (5.1) Qui 
autem estimant 
               ut 
aqua sit deus, 
errauerunt,
quia et ipsa 
               in 
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χρῆσιν 
ἀν]θρώπω[ν       
            καὶ 
κατακυ]ριε–
ύετ[αι ὑπ᾽ 
αὐτῶν,]           
µ[ι]έν[εται












 the use of 
man 
and in many 
ways it is made 
subject to 










and receives  
colours which 
are not its own; 
being moreover 
hardened by the 





and with the 
blood of the 
slain: and it is 
compelled by 
workmen, by 
means of the 
compulsion of 
channels, to 
flow and be 
conducted 
against its own 
will, and to 
come into 
garden and 
other places, so 
as to cleanse 
and carry out 
all the filth of 
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(5.2)









man’s need of 
itself. 
Wherefore it is 
impossible that   
water should be 
God, but it is a 
work 
of God and a 
part of the 
world.
(5.2) So too 
those have 
erred not a little 
who thought 
concerning fire 
that it is God:
for it too was 
created for the 
need 
of men: and in 
many ways it is 
made subject to 
them, 
in the service 
of food and in 
the preparation 
of ornaments 
and the other 
things of which 
your majesty is 
aware: 
whilst in 











(5.2) Οἱ δὲ 
νοµίζοντες 
          

































(5.2) Qui autem 
estimant 











de loco ad 








uerum et iuxta 























ἐστιν ἡµῖν, ὅτι 
[δο]υλεύει 
ἑτέρῳ. 
(5.3) And again 





that it is God, 
these also have 
erred: and this 
is evident to us, 
that these winds 





sometimes it is 
diminished and 
ceases, 
according to the 
command-ment 
of Him who 
subjects them. 
Since for the 
sake of man 
they were 
created by God, 
in order that 
they might 
fulfil the needs 
of trees and 
fruits and seeds, 
and that they 
might transport 






τὸ πῦρ εἶναι 
θεόν ἀλλ᾿ 
ἔργον θεοῦ. 











                          







           καὶ 
συγκοµιδὴν 
Propter quod 
non decet et 
ignem esse 







esse deam,     
errant.




et per gratiam 
hominum 





           et 
mutationem
298
Greek Frag. Syriac Armenian Greek B&I Latin















(around 5 lines 
missing)




from a place 




of the world. 






there is one 
place in which 
it does good 
and another 
where it does 
harm, 
according to the 
nod of Him 
who rules it: 
and even men 





coerce it that it 




demand of it: a 
place where 





τῶν σιτίων καὶ 
εἰς λοιπὰς 
αὐτῶν χρείας·
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θν,      ἀ[λλ᾽ 
ἔργον θυ.]






















καὶ τὰ φυτὰ εἰς 
τὴν χρῆσιν τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων,
      επει (l. ἔτι) 
 and over itself 
it has no power 
at all; 




called gods, but 
a work of God.   
           (6.1) So 
too those have 
erred who have 
thought 
concerning the 
sun that he is 
God. 
For lo! we see 
him, that 
by the necessity  
of another he is 
moved and 
turned and runs 




to degree, rising 
and setting 
every day, 
in order that he 
may warm the 
shoots of plants 
and shrubs, and
may bring forth 
in the air which 
is mingled with 
him every herb 








       (6.1) Οἱ δὲ 
νοµίζοντες 









                καὶ 
µεταβαίνοντα     








φυτὰ          εἰς 
χρῆσιν τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων,
          ἔτι δὲ 





set opus Dei.      





















       insuper
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καἰ µερισµοὺς 




           καὶ







      καὶ 
µ[ηδεµίαν] 
αὐτοκρά[τειαν 
ἔχον]τα.          












sun has a part 
with the 
rest 
of the stars in 
his course, and 
although he is 
one in his 
nature, he is 
mixed with 
many parts, 
according to the 
advantage of 
the needs of 
men:
             and that 
not according 
to his own will, 
but according 
to the will of 
Him that ruleth 
him. Wherefore 
it is not 
possible that 
the sun should 
be God, but a 
work of God;





                    
ἔχοντα µετὰ 
τῶν λοιπῶν 
ἀστέρων      
              καὶ     












            Διὸ οὐ 
νενόµισται
τὸν ἥλιον εἶναι 
θεόν, ἀλλ᾿ 
ἔργον θεοῦ. 









               et 
        














per se nulla 
utitur 
potestate. 
          Pro quo 
non estimatur 
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[---------]---[
        (7.1) But 





























εἶναι θεάν, ἀλλ᾿ 
ἔργον θεοῦ.
























opponitur ei in 
quartodecimo 





















Greek Frag. Syriac Armenian Greek B&I Latin
men of old, that 
some of them 
are gods, these 
have greatly 
erred: as thou, 
even thou, O 
king, art awake, 
that man 
consists of the 
four elements 
and of soul and 
spirit, and 
therefore is he 
even called 
World, and 
apart from any 
one of these 
parts he does 








But God, as I 
have said, has 
none of this in 
His nature, but 




account, then, it 
is impossible 
that we should 
represent him 
as God who is 
man by nature, 
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sometimes, 
when he 



















even than the 
beasts.
(7.2) And 
thence, O king, 
it is right 
for us to 
understand the 





Kαὶ ποτὲ µὲν 






εἶναι δὲ αὐτὸν 
ὀργίλον 
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concerning the 
true God, they 
have fallen 
away from the 
truth and have 
gone after the 
desire of their 






images: and on 
account of their 
error they do 
not perceive 
who is the true 
God.
 (8.1) Let 
us return now 
to
the Greeks in 
order that we 




true God. The 
Greeks then 
because they 
are wiser than 
the Barbarians 




















          (8.1)
Ἔλθωµεν οὖν 
καὶ ἐπὶ τοὺς 
Ἕλληνας, ἵνα 
ἴδωµεν τί ἄρα 
φρονοῦσι 
περὶ 
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many gods that 
are made; and 




some of them 
as female; 
and in such a 
way that some 
of their gods 
were found to 
be adulterers 
and murderers, 








And they say 
that some of 
them were lame 
and maimed; 
and some of 
them wizards, 
and some of 
them utterly 
mad; and some 
of them played 
on harps; and 
some of them 
wandered on 
mountains: and 

















µοιχοὺς εἶναι  
           καὶ 
φονεῖς, 
ὀργίλους 
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stolen by men; 
and lo! 
some of them 
were wept and 
bewailed by 
men; and some, 
they say, went 
down to Hades; 





the likeness of    
beasts in order 
that they might 
commit 
adultery with 
the race of 
mortal women; 
and some of 




and sisters and 
daughters; and 
they say of their 




and they say of 
their gods that 
they committed 
adultery with 
the daughter of 
men, and form 
them was born 
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which was also 
mortal. And of 
some of their 
goddesses they 
say that they 
contended 
about beauty 




Greeks then, O 
king, have 
brought 





their gods and 
themselves;        
in that they 
called such like 
persons






and to plunder 
and 
do everything 
that is wicked 
and hateful and 
abominable.
For if those 
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their gods 
have 
done all those 
things and 
hence men have
that are written 
above, how 
much more
shall men do 
them who 
believe in those 
who have done 
these things! 
and from the 
wickedness of 










of all things: 
and lo! they 
endure them, 
and all these 
things befall 
them from this 
cause alone: 
and when they 
endure them 
they do not 
perceive in 
their conscience 
that because of 
their error these 
things happen 
to them.
        (9.1) Now 
let us come to 
the history of
















σφαγάς τε καὶ 
αἰχµαλωσίας 
πικράς.
       (9.1) Ἀλλὰ 
καὶ καθ᾿ 


















       (9.1) Sed 
etsi per 
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these their 
gods in order 















Chiun; and the 
worshippers of 
this deity
sacrifice to him 
their children: 
and some of 




they say that he 
took him Rhea 
to wife; and 
from her he 
begat many 
sons; from 
whom he begat 
also Dios, who 
is called Zeus; 
and at the last 
he went mad 
and, for fear of 
ἕκαστον τῶν 


















ἐκ τῆς Ῥέας, 
καὶ µανεὶς 
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an oracle which 
was told him, 
began to eat his 
children. And 
from him Zeus 
was stolen 
away, and he 
did not perceive 
it: and at the 
last Zeus bound 
him and cut off 
his genitals and 
cast them in the 
sea: whence, as 
they say in the 
fable, was born 
Aphrodite, who 
is called Astera: 
and he cast 
Kronos bound 
into darkness. 
            Great 






head of their 
gods,




βαλεῖν εἰς τὴν 




Δήσας οὖν τὸν 
ἴδιον πατέρα ὁ 









    Dicunt autem 
Iouem 
abscidisse 
uirilia eius et 
proiecisse 







Iouis misit eum 
in Tartarum pro 






in lodice uix ex 
dentibus eius 
euasit, nutritus 
apibus in antro. 
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in that they 
have said all 
these things 
about him, O 
king. It is not 
possible that 
God should be 
bound or 
amputated; 
otherwise it is a 
great 
misfortune. 




Zeus; and they 
say concerning 
this one, that he 
received the 
headship and 
became king of 
all the gods; 
and they say 
concerning him 








and might rise 
up to himself 
children from 
them. Since at 
one time they 
say he was 
changed into a 
bull on account 












Ζεύς, ὅν φασι 




















et spadonem? O 
magnitudinem 
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            and for 
Pasiphae; and 
again he was 
changed into 
the likeness of 
gold on account 
of his passion 
for Danae: and 




                 and 





on account of 
his passion for 
the Moon: 
so that form 
these he begat 
many children: 
for they say that 
from Antope he 
            begat 
Zethus and     
Amphion; and 
from the Moon, 
Dionysius; 
from Alkmena, 
             καὶ 
εἰς 
χρυσὸν πρὸς 
Δανάην καὶ εἰς 
κύκνον
          πρὸς 
Λήδαν


















in Danaim, et in 
cigno quando 
  
           cum 
Lida matre 
Helene 












































whom he called 




               and 
Sarpedon. 





       Περσέα, 
Κάστορά τε  
              καὶ 
Ἑλένην καὶ 
Πολυδεύκην 
   



















simul cum pelle 
leonis et ueste 










        Perseum 
Castoremque 
               et 
Helenam et 
Politeukin 
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into the 
likeness of an 
eagle on 
account of his 
passion for 
Ganymede          
the shepherd.
(9.3) Because 
of these stories, 
O king, much 
evil has 
befallen the 
race of men 







are defiled with 
their mother 
and sisters, and 
in sleeping with 
males: and 
some of them 
have dared to 
kill even their 
fathers. 
For if he, who 
is said to be the 
head and king 
of their gods, 
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him: for it is 
not possible 
that a god 






males, or that 
he should be a 
parricide; 





  (10.1) 
And again they 
introduce 
another god,   
Hephaestus; 
and they say of 
him that he is 
lame and 
wearing a cap 
on his head, 
and holding in 
his hand tongs 
and hammer; 





                  ἢ 
πατροκτόνον;
         (10.1) Σὺν 
τούτῳ δὲ καὶ 
Ἥφαιστόν τινα 
παρεισάγουσι 















Epuliam que et 
olim Apigia 
dicta est?
        (10.1) 
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and working in 
brass in order 
that therefrom 
he may find his 
needed 
sustenance. Is 
then this god so 
much in need? 
Whereas it is 
impossible for a 
god to be 
           needy or 
lame: otherwise 





another god and 
call him 
Hermes; 
and they say 




gains, and a 
magician and 
maimed and an 
athlete and an     
interpreter of 
words: 
whereas it is 
impossible for a 
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not his, or an 
athlete: and if it 
be found to be 
otherwise, he is 
of no use.





they say that he 




order that he 
may satisfy his 
need of 
sustenance. 
Is then this god 
in need? And he 







                 and 
so he died. 
If then 



































esce Inops erat 
et iactabat se 
per artem de 




















et uide si  
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Asclepius was a 
god, and    
when struck by 




how is it that he 
was able to help  
others? 
Whereas it is an 
impossible 
thing that the 
divine nature 
should be in 







another god and 
call him Ares, 
and they say 





things which do 






and of him they  
say that at last
Ἀσκληπιὸς 
θεὸς ὢν καὶ 
κεραυνωθεὶς 




















































should be a 
warrior or a 
prisoner or an 
adulterer.
(10.5) And 












that do not 
belong to him:
and at last they 
say that he went 
mad and left his 
female 
attendants and 
fled to the 
wilderness; and 
in this madness 
of his he ate 
serpents; 
and at the last 
he was killed 
by 
Titan. 
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         If then 
Dionysius 
was a god, 
and when slain 
was not able to 
help himself; 
how 
is it that he was 





and they say of 
him that he is a 
god, a hater of 
things hateful, a 
tyrant and a 
warrior, and a 
slayer of the 
wicked: and of 
him they say 
that at the last 
he went mad 
and slew 
his children        
and       
                 
cast himself        
into the 




                  
!







καὶ µέθυσος καὶ 
δραπέτης, 
πῶς 
              ἂν εἴη 
θεός;











δ᾿ ἂν εἴη 
θεὸς 



















irantem in filios 
quos pro furia 
interfecit, 






              Quo 
ordine ut fuisse 
deus, 
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god and in all 
these evils 
was unable to 
stand up for 
himself, how 
was it that 
others were 
asking help         
from him?        
Whereas it is 
impossible that 
a god should be 
mad or drunken 
or a slayer of 




And after him 
they introduce 
another god and 
call him 
Apollo: and 
they say of him 





bow and a 
quiver,
and sometimes 
a lyre and a 
plectrum; 
and he gives 
oracles to me,










       (11.1) 


















        uel 
quomodo aliis 
subuenire ualet 
qui sibi ipsi in 
furia subuenire 
non ualuit?
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in order that he 























Quam cum nec 




























tue retuli furta, 
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Is then this god 
in need of a 
reward? 
          Whereas 
it is disgraceful 
that all these 
things should 
be found in a 
god. (11.2) 




the sister of 
Apollo; and 
they say that 
she was a 
huntress; and 









the deer or the 
wild boars. 
 
          Whereas 




























       Πῶς οὖν 
ἔσται 











      (11.2) Quid 























sit dea, o rex, 
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a maid
should go about 
by herself on 
mountains and 
follow the 
chase of beasts. 
And therefore it 
is not possible 
that Artemis 
should be a 
goddess.
(11.3) Again 
they say of 
Aphrodite that 





































siluis a Pan 




est tibi, Diana, 
rubor?
(11.3)
Preponam  huic 
Uenerem,
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for the death of 
Tammuz: and 
they say that 
she went down 
to Hades in 








Aphrodite be a 
goddess and 
was unable to 
help her lover 
in his death, 
how is she able 
to help others? 
And this is a 
thing 
impossible to 
be listened to, 










































ut redimeret       
             illum a 
Proserpine 
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(11.4) And 
again 
they say of 
Tammuz that 
he is a god; and 




they say that he 
was killed by a 




able to help        
himself. 
And if he was 
not able to help 
himself, how is 
he able to take 
care of the 
human race? 
And this is 
impossible, that 
a god should be 
an adulterer 
or a hunter

























































ac uenator et 
uiolenter a 
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again they say 
of Rhea that she 
forsooth is the 
mother of their 
gods; and they 
say of her that 
she had at one 
time a lover 
Atys, and she 
was rejoicing in 
corruptible 






lover Atys. If 
then the mother 
of their gods 
was not able to 
help her lover 
and rescue him 
from death, 
how is it 
possible that 
she should help 
others? It is 
disgraceful then 
that a goddess 
should lament 
and weep, and 
that she should 





and they say 
that she was a 
goddess and 
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carried off by 
Pluto and was 
not able to help 
herself. If then 
she is a goddess 
and was not 
able to help 
herself, how is 
she able to help 
others? For a 
goddess who is 








































Hec igitur mala 






nec dicere lex 
nec in memoria 
pro reatu cuncta 
michi referre 
non licet, ne 
non solum 
homines, set 























are more evil 
and 
ignorant 
than all peoples 
upon 
the earth, have 






the Greeks did 
not suffice 
them, but they 
introduced also 
the nature of 
beasts, and said 
concerning it 
that they 
were gods: and 









γῆν τε καὶ ἀέρα 
ταῖς µιαραῖς 
αὐτῶν µίξεσιν.















               ἀλλ᾿ 








et impietatem et 
sordibus replent 
terram et aerem 
duris suis 
actibus.
        (12.1) 
Refugit autem 


























deos esse et 
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found on dry 
land and in the 
waters, and of 
the plants and 
herbs they have 
said that some 
of them are 
gods, and they 
have become 
corrupt in all   
madness and    
impurity more 
than all             
peoples that are 
upon the earth.
(12.2) For of 
old time they 
worshipped 
Isis: and they 
say that she 
forsooth is a 
goddess, who 






was killed by 
his brother 
Typhon,              
   
          Isis fled 
with her son 
Horus 
χερσαῖά τε καὶ 
ἔνυδρα, καὶ τὰ 
φυτὰ καὶ 
βλαστά, 





















               Καὶ 
διὰ τοῦτο 
φεύγει ἡ Ἶσις 
µετὰ Ὥρου τοῦ 





























regni. Que pre 
timore ne et 
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to Byblos in 
Syria 
              and 
was there for a 
certain time 
until that her 









went about with 
her son Horus, 
and was 
seeking for the 
body of Osiris 




therefore Isis be 
a goddess, and 
was not able to 
help Osiris her 
brother and 
lord, how is it 
possible that 
she should help 
others? 




be afraid and 














           Οὔτε 
οὖν ἡ Ἶσις 
ἴσχυσε 
βοηθῆσαι 










creuit Orus qui 
cum auxilio 
Syrorum 
uicit et occidit 
Tiphonem.
(12.3) 
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a great 
misfortune. But 
of Osiris they 
say that he is a 
god, a 
beneficent one; 





himself; and it 
is evident that 
this cannot be 
said of Deity.
And again they 
say of Typhon, 
his brother, that 
he is a god, a 
fratricide, and 




since he was 
unable                
to help               
himself. 
And how can 
one who does 
not help 

















ὑπὸ τοῦ Ὥρου 










         θεοὶ ὑπὸ 
τῶν ἀσυνέτων 
Αἰγυπτίων 


















         Et sub 
             talibus 
infelicitatibus 
atque casibus 
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are more 
ignorant than 
the rest of the 
people, these 
are the like 
gods, did not      
suffice them,
              
              but 
they also put 
the name of 







the sheep, and 
others 
the calf; and 
some of them 
the pig, and and 
others the shad-
fish;
               and 
some of them 
the crocodile, 
and the hawk, 
and the 
cormorant, and 
the kite, and the 
vulture, and the 
eagle, and the 
crow; some of 
them worship 
the cat, and 
others the fish 
Shibbuta; some 
of them the 






τὰ ἄλογα ζῷα 
παρεισήγαγον 
θεοὺς εἶναι. 










τὸν κόρακα καὶ 
τὸν ἱέρακα καὶ 
τὸν γῦπα καὶ 
τὸν ἀετὸν καὶ 
ἄλλοι τὸν 
κροκόδειλον,
     τινὲς δὲ 
αἴλουρον 
καὶ 
            nec in 
hiis 
sufficientes 











ac suem, alii 
autem 
coruum 
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dog,
              and 
some of them 
the serpent, and 
some the asp, 
and others the 
lion, and others 
garlic, and 
onions, 
and thorns, and 
others the 
leopard, and the 
like.
(12.5) And the 
poor wretches 
do not perceive 
with regardto 
all thesethings 
that they are       
nought; 
while every day  
they look upon 
their gods, who 




yea even by 
their own 
fellows; and 
some of them 
being burned,    
and some of 




                and 
they do not 
understand that
κύνα καὶ τὸν 









          καὶ τὰ 
λοιπὰ 
κτίσµατα. 





















ac pithacum uel 
draconem, 
    asidem, 

























             pre 
uetustate, 
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that the like of 
these are not 
gods, since 
their salvation 
is not within 
their own 
power; and if 
they are too 
weak for their 
own salvation, 
then as regard 




will they have 









peoples that are 
upon the face of 
the earth. But it 
is a matter of 
wonder, O king, 
concerning the 
Greeks, 
          whereas 
they excel all 
οὐ 
συνῆκαν περὶ 
αὐτῶν ὅτι οὐκ 
εἰσὶ θεοί. 




τε Αἰγύπτιοι καὶ 







ipsis quia ipsi 
dii non sunt.
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the rest of the 
peoples in their 
manners and in 
their reason, 




               and 
senseless 
images: 













shape by them. 
And when they 
are grown old 
and fail by 
the length of 




pieces, how is it 






τὰ κωφὰ καὶ 
ἀναίσθητα 
εἴδωλα. Καὶ 
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concerning 
them that they 
are not gods? 
And those who 
have not ability 
for their own 
preservation, 
how will they 
be able 
to take care 
of men?     
(13.2-3) But 




being in error 
have introduced 
concerning 
them that they 
are gods, things 
like these 
which are made 
for the honour 
of God 
Almighty; and 
being in error 
they seek to 
make them like 
to God as to 
ἐφρόνησαν περὶ 
αὐτῶν ὅτι οὐκ 
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whom no man 
has ever seen to 
whom He is 
like; not is he 






Deity as if it 
were that 
deficiency were 
found with it; in 
that they say 





murders of men 
and temples. 
But God is not 
needy, and none 
of these things 
is sought for by 
Him: and it is 
clear that men 




their poets and 
philosophers 
introduce and 
say, that the 
nature of all 
their gods is 
one; but they 
have not 
understood of 
God our Lord, 
that while He is 
one, He is yet 
in all. They, 
then, are in 
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error; for if, 
while the body 
of man             
is many in its      
parts,             no 
member is 
afraid of its 
fellow, 
but whilst it is a 
composite 




God who is one 
in His nature 




and He is equal 
in His nature 
and His 
essence, nor is 
He afraid and 
Himself.   
If therefore the 
nature of the 
gods is one, it is 
not proper that   
a god should   
persecute a god, 
nor kill 
nor do him that 
which is evil. 




















πῶς ἐν φύσει 
θεοῦ µάχη καὶ 
διαφωνία 
τοσαύτη ἔσται; 









(13.4) Εἰ δὲ οἱ 
θεοὶ ὑπὸ 
θεῶν 
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and some of 
them were 




it is clear that 
the nature of 
their gods is not 
one, 
     
       and hence 
it is clear, O 
king, that that is 
an error which 
they speculate 
about the nature 
of their gods, 
and that they 
reduce them to 
one nature. 
(13.5) If then it 
is proper that 
we should 
admire a god 
who is visible 
and does not 
see, how much 
more is this 
worthy of 
admiration that 
a man should 
believe in a 
nature which is 
invisible and 
all-seeing! and 
if again it is 
right that a man 
should 
investigate the 










     διῃρηµέναι,   
πᾶσαι 
κακοποιοί·     

















non insuper una 
natura est, 
set uoluntates 




eorum deus est.  
    Manifestum 
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artificer, how 
much more is it  
right that he 
should praise 














for if their laws 
are just, their 
gods are unjust,  
who have      
committed 
transgression      
in killing one 
another and 








with the rest of 
their other 
doings. 





















              καὶ 
µοιχείας 
καὶ κλοπὰς καὶ 
ἀρσενοκοιτίας.
Εἰ δὲ καλῶς 
ἔπραξαν ταῦτα, 
οἱ νόµοι ἄρα 
ἄδικοί εἰσι, 

































constituta.   
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But if their 
gods 
excellently and 
as they describe 
have done all 
these things, 
then the laws of 
the Greeks are 
unjust; 
and they are not 
laid down 
according to the 
will of the 
gods; and in 
this the whole 
world has erred. 
(13.6) For as 
for the histories 
of their gods, 
some of them 
are myths, 
some of them 
physical, and 
some hymns 




Νυνὶ δὲ οἱ 
νόµοι καλοί 
εἰσι καὶ δίκαιοι, 
τὰ καλὰ 
ἐπαινοῦντες 
καὶ τὰ κακὰ 
ἀπαγορεύοντες·




          ἄρα οἱ 







(13.6) Εἰ µὲν 




         οὐδέν 
εἰσιν εἰ µὴ 
Nunc autem 





















       nichil sunt 
nisi solum  
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and sound; and 
as to the 
physical, if they 
were done as 
they say, then 
they are not 
gods,










          (14.1) 
Let us come 
now,
O king, also to 
the history of 
the Jews and let 
us see what sort
µόνον λόγοι·
            εἰ δὲ 
φυσικαί, 
οὐκέτι θεοί 
εἰσιν οἱ ταῦτα 
ποιήσαντες καὶ 
παθόντες·
            εἰ δὲ
ἀλληγορικαί, 
µῦθοί εἰσι καὶ 












χρὴ γὰρ θεοὺς 
ὀνοµάζειν 









       (14.1)  
Ἔλθωµεν οὖν, 




           si autem 
naturales, 




            si autem 
allegorice, 












esse. Non licet 
autem deos 
nominare 
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δὲ αὐτοὺς ὁ 
θεὸς ἐκεῖθεν ἐν 
χειρὶ κραταιᾷ 




























υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ 
conspiciamus 
quid 
sentiunt et ipsi 
de deo. Hii 
enim cum 
Hebrae 




















             Sed 
non bene 
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(14.3-4) The 
Jews then say 
that God is one, 
Creator of all 
and almighty: 
and that it is not 
proper for us 
that anything 
else should be 
worshipped, but 
this God only: 
and in this they 
appear to be 
much nearer to 
the truth than 
all the peoples, 




and not His 
works; and they  
imitate God by 










































eius que in ipsis 
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reason of the 
love which they  
have for man; 
for they have 
compassion on 
the poor and 
ransom the 
captive and 
bury the dead, 
and do things of 
a similar nature 
to these: things 
which are 
acceptable to 
God and are 
well-pleasing 




their fathers of 
old. 
Nevertheless 




they suppose in 
their minds that 
they are serving 
God, but in the 
methods of 
their actions 
their service is 
to angels and 




new moons and 
the passover 
and the great 
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of meats: which 
things not even 
thus have they 
perfectly 
observed.
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O king, by 
going about and 
seeking have 
found the truth, 


























ἀνῆλθεν. Οὗ τὸ 
κλέος τῆς 
παρουσίας ἐκ 





















































habuit, qui, post 
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they are
(15.3) nearer to 
the truth and to 
exact 
knowledge than 
the rest of the 
peoples. 
For they know 
and believe in 
God,
the Maker of 
heaven and 
earth, in whom 
are all things 
and from whom 
are all things: 
He who has no 
other god as 









καθάπερ εἷς ἐξ 














οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ 
ὑπὲρ 





















ex eis ad eam 




































on their minds, 
which 





(15.4-6) so that 
on this account 




they do not bear 
false witness 
they do not 
deny a deposit, 





mother; they do 
good to those 
who are their 
neighbours, and
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πειθον[τε]ς και 
τους εχθρους ευ 
ποιησαι
και αι γυναικες  
           αυτων 
αγναι και 
παρθενοι εισιν








when they are 
judges they 
judge uprightly; 
and they do not 
worship idols in 
the form of 
man; and 
whatever they 
do not wish that 
others should      
do to them, 
they do not 
practise 
towards any 
one, and they 
do not eat of 
the meats of 
idol sacrifices, 





and make them 
their friends; 
and 
they do good to
their enemies: 
and their wives, 










                


















































         αλλα και 
δουλους η 
παιδισκας εαν 





















                και 
αλληλους 
αγαπωσιν 




                     
in the hope 
of the 
recompense        
that is to come 
in another 




their children if 
any of them 




              for the 
love that they 
have towards 
them; and when 
they have 





do not worship 
strange gods: 




         falsehood 
is found among 


























ειδωσιν υπο την 
ιδιαν 
στεγην 
εις αγουσιν         
και χαιρουσιν 














               
ειδωσιν
from the     
widows they do 
not turn away 
their 
countenance: 
and they rescue 
the orphan from 
him who does 
him violence: 
and he who has 
gives to him 
who has not,      
without           
grudging;         
and when 
they see the 
stranger they 
bring 
him to their 
dwellings, 
and rejoice 
over him as 
over a true 
brother;
for they 




              but 
those who are 
in the spirit and 
in God: 
(15.7-8) but 
when one of 
their poor 
passes away 
from the world, 
and any of them 
sees him, then 
he provides for 
his burial 
according 


















































appellant,  set 
qui secundum 
animam. 
      
(15.7-8)
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ηµερας β η και 
γ




and if they 
hear that any of 
their number is 
imprisoned or 
oppressed 
for the name of 
their Messiah, 
all of them 
provide for his   
needs, and if it 
is possible that 
he may be 
delivered, they 
deliver him. 
And if there is 
among them a 
man that is
poor or needy, 





two or three 
days that they 




































            εν παντι 
βροτω και 
ποτω και τοις 
λοιποις 
αγαθοις
























and at all hours 
on account of 
the goodnesses 
of God toward 
them they 
praise and laud 
Him: and over 
their food and 
over their drink 
they render 
Him thanks.
(15.9) And if 
any righteous 
person of their 
number passes 
away from the 
world 
they rejoice
and give thanks 














    πᾶσαν ὥραν,
     ἐν παντὶ 
βρώµατι καὶ 

















  omnem horam 















τω θω εαν δε 













αυτου                 
ταυτα ουν 




      (16.1-2)
ων χρειαν αυτοι 
εχοντες του θυ 
αιτουνται παρ
they follow his 
body, as if he 
were moving 
from one place 
to another: and 
when a child is 
born to any one 
of them, they 
praise 
God, and if 
again it chance 
to die in its 
infancy, they 
praise God 
mightily, as for 




And if again 
they see that 
one of their 
number has 
died in his 
iniquity or in 
his sins, over 
this one they 
weep bitterly 
and sigh, 
as over one 
who is 
about to go to 
punishment: 
such is the 
ordinance of 
the law of the 
Christians, O 
king, and such 
  their conduct.
 (16.1-2) 
As men who 
know God, 
they ask from 
       (16.1-2)       (16.1-2) 
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αυτου
     
     









εισιν αυτω και 









proper for Him 
to give and for 
them to receive: 
and thus they 
accomplish the 




the goodness of 
                God 
towards them, 
lo! 
                  on 
account of them 
                there 
flows forth the 
beauty that is in  
         the world. 
And truly they 
are of the 
number of 
those that have 
found 




         ἐστὶν
ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς 
ἀληθείας, ἥτις 
τοὺς ὁδεύοντας 





παρὰ κυρίου ἐν 
τῇ µελλούσῃ 
ζωῇ. (16.4) Καὶ
  Certe igitur 
hec 








a Christo in 
futura 
uita. (16.4) Et 
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by going about 
and seeking it, 





they only are 
near to the 
knowledge of 
the truth.
But the good 
deeds which 
they do, they do 
not proclaim in 
the ears of the 
multitude, and 
they take care 
that no one 
shall perceive 
them, and hide 
their gift, as he 
who has found 
a treasure and 
hides it. And 





















quoniam non a 
me ipsi talia 
maiestati tue 
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righteous as 
those that 
expect to see 
their Messiah 
and receive 
from Him the 
promises made 
to them with 
great glory. 




king, and the 
glory of their 





according to the 
doing of each 




thou art able to 
know from 
their writings. It 
sufficeth for us 















ζῶντι θεῷ καὶ 









uiuenti Deo et 
saluari in 
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And truly this 





with it. Take 
now their 
writings and 
read in them, 
and lo! ye will 
find that not of 
myself have I 
brought these 
things forward 
nor as their 
advocate have I 
said them, but 
as I have read 
in their 
writings, these 
things I firmly 
believe, and 
those things 
also that are to 
come. And 
therefore I was 
constrained to 

























locuntur, set ea 
que Dei sunt.
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truth to them 
that take 
pleasure therein 
and seek after 
the world to 
come. And I 
have no doubt 
that the world 
stands by 
reason of the 
intercession of 
Christians. 
(16.6) But the 




           rolling 
themselves 
before the 
elements of the 
world, 
according as 
the sight of 
their 
understanding 
is unwilling to 
pass by them; 
and they grope 
as if in 
the dark, 
because they 
are unwilling to 




and thrust one 
another and fall 
down.
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            (17.1) 
This far, O 
king, it is I that 
have spoken. 
For as to what 
remains, as was 
said above, 
there are found 



























pious, and the 
truth is set 
before their 




they know their 
error and are 
buffeted by 
        (17.1) 
Ἕως ὧδε ὁ 
πρὸς σέ µου 
λόγος, 
βασιλεῦ,
          (17.1)











they pity them 
as men who are 
destitute of 
knowledge: and 
in their behalf 
they offer up 
prayers that 
they may turn 
from their error. 
And when it 
chances that 
one of them 
turns, he is 
ashamed before 
the Christians 
of the deeds 
that are done by 
him: and he 
confesses to 
God, saying, In 
ignorance I did 
these things: 
and he cleanses 
his heart, and 
his sins are 
forgiven him, 




when he was 
blaspheming 




blessed is the 
race of the 
Christians, 
more than all 
men that are 
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upon the face of 
the earth.
(17.3) Let the 
tongues of 






let them now 
speak the truth. 
For it is better 
that they should 
worship the 
true God 





and truly  
divine 
is that which is 
spoken by the 
mouth of the 
Christians, 
              and
their teaching is 
ὁ ὑπὸ τῆς 
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the gateway of 
light. 
Let all those 
then approach 
thereunto who 
do not know 












which is to 
come by Jesus 
the Messiah 













1) There is a section here which follows parallel to the Syriac version of the Apology. 
Volk has not included this in his critical edition. This was originally discovered by 
Boissonade (p49). Interestingly Pouderon and Pierre do not include it in the main 
body of the text but at the end of the Apology. The manuscripts which attest to this 
extra parallel are Iviron, fol. 39r, 1.2-13 (which is urtext) as well as Scorialensis, 
fol. 24ra, 1.18 - 24rb, 1.16 and Parisinus, fol 32rb, 1.29 - 32va, 1.15 (both of which 
are from Modification A). Interestingly the copy that the scribe of the Latin version 
did not have the longer Greek text to hand.







Greek according to 
chapter 27 of B&I 
(chapter 14)
Moreover 
                 the Jews 
reckon the head of 
their race from 
Abraham, who 
begat Isaac, from 
whom was born 
Jacob, who begat 
twelve sons who 
removed from Syria 
and settled in Egypt, 
and there were 
called the race of 
the Hebrews by 
               their 
lawgiver: but at last
               The Jews 
attribute the origin 
of their race to 
Abraham and his 
son Isaac and 
Isaac’s         
Jacob and  Jacob’s 
dozen who 
went to Assyria 
and        Egypt and 
there were called       
Hebrews by 
               their 
legislator and then 
they went to the 
Let us come now, O 
king, also to the 
history of the Jews 
and let us see what 
sort of opinion they 
have concerning 
God. 
                  (14.2)
Ἔλθωµεν οὖν, 
βασιλεῦ, καὶ ἐπὶ 
τοὺς Ἰουδαίους, 
ὅπως ἴδωµεν τί 
φρονοῦσι καὶ αὐτοὶ 
περὶ 
θεοῦ. Οὗτοι γὰρ τοῦ 
Ἀβραὰµ ὄντες 





Ἐξήγαγε δὲ αὐτοὺς 
ὁ θεὸς ἐκεῖθεν ἐν 
χειρὶ κραταιᾷ καὶ ἐν 
βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ









Greek according to 
chapter 27 of B&I 
(chapter 14)
               they were 
named Jews.
Promised Land 
where they were 
called Jews.
(14.3-4) The Jews
                  then say 
that God is one, 
Creator of all and 
almighty: and that it  
is not proper for us 
that anything else 
should be 
                        καὶ 
τέρασι πολλοῖς καὶ 
σηµείοις ἐγνώρισεν 













ἀπέκτειναν. Εἶτα ὡς 
εὐδόκησεν ὁ υἱὸς 











καὶ τὰ ἀναρίθµητα 
θαύµατα ἅπερ ἐν 
αὐτοῖς εἰργάσατο· 
καὶ ἀπώλοντο τῇ 
ἰδίᾳ παρανοµίᾳ.
(14.3-4) 
Σέβονται γὰρ καὶ 









Greek according to 
chapter 27 of B&I 
(chapter 14)
 worshipped, but this 
God only: and in 
this they appear to 
be much nearer to 
the truth than all the 
peoples, in that they  
worship God more 
exceedingly and not 
His works; and they 
imitate God by 
reason of the love 
which they have for 
man; for they have 
compassion on the 
poor and ransom the 
captive and bury the 
dead, and do things 
of a similar nature 
to these: things 
which are 
acceptable to God 
and are well-
pleasing also to 
men, things which 
they have received 
from their fathers of 
old. Nevertheless 
they too have gone 
astray from accurate 
knowledge, and 
they suppose in 
their minds that 
they are serving 
God, but in the 
methods of their 
actions their service 
is to angels and not 
to God, in that they 
observe sabbaths 
and new moons and 
the passover and the 
great fast, and the 
fast, and 
circumcision, and 









Greek according to 
chapter 27 of B&I 
(chapter 14)
cleanness of meats: 
which things not 
even thus have they 
perfectly observed.
τὸν γὰρ Χριστὸν 
ἀρνοῦνται, τὸν υἱὸν 
τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ εἰσὶ 
παρόµοιοι τοῖς 
ἔθνεσι, κἂν ἐγγίζειν 
πως τῇ ἀληθείᾳ 
δοκῶσιν, ἧς 
ἑαυτοὺς ἐµάκρυναν. 























           Jesus 
Christ, who is 
named the Son 
of God most 
High; 
and it is said 
that God came 
down from 
heaven, 
and from a         







race to the  
Lord Jesus 
Christ. This is 
him the son of 
God in the 
Heavens who 
appeared       as 




           to a 









































with flesh, and 
in a daughter of 
man there dwelt 
the Son of God. 
               This is 
taught from that 
        
Gospel which a 
little while ago   
was spoken 
among them 
and was born 
taking a       
body form from 
the virgin to 
appear as 
human. 
The son of God 
who by his 
evangelising 
kindness 
                           
O king, 

















κατ’ οἰκονοµίαν  
µεγάλην· µετὰ 
δὲ τρεῖς ἡµέρας 
ἀνεβίω καὶ εἰς 
οὐρανοὺς 
ἀνῆλθεν. Οὗ τὸ 
κλέος τῆς 
παρουσίας ἐκ 


























chapter 27 of 
B&I 
(chapter 15)
as being     
preached;
wherein if ye 
also will read, 
ye will 
comprehend the 
power that is 
upon it. 
This Jesus, 
then, was born 
of the tribe of 
the Hebrews; 





whole world by 
his life giving
preaching.
He is the one 
who was born 




Mother of God.  





truth       
by going about 
and seeking 
have found 
                 the 
truth,




(15.3)    they 
are nearer to the 









καθάπερ εἷς ἐξ 
αὐτῶν τὰς καθ’ 
ἡµᾶς περιῆλθε 
χώρας 

























chapter 27 of 
B&I 
(chapter 15)
in order that a 
certain 
dispensation of 
His might be 
fulfilled. He 
was pierced by 
the Jews; and 
He died and 
was buried; 
and they say 
that after three 
days He rose 
and ascended to 
heaven; 
and then these 
twelve    
disciples went 
forth into the 
known parts of 








by the Jews and 
       risen from 
the death and 
ascended to 










the rest of 
the peoples.
For they know 
and believe in 
God, the Maker 
of heaven and 
earth, in whom 
are all 
         things and 
from whom are 
all things: He
ὑπὲρ πάντα τὰ 































sobriety; and on 
this account 
those also who 
today believe in 
this 
preaching are 
             
called 
Christians, who 
are well known. 
There are then 
four races of 
mankind, as I 
said before,        
Barbarians and 
Greeks,               
Jews and 
Christians. 
To God then 
ministers 
wind, and 
to     angels 
fire; but to 
demons water,
and to men 







These are the 
four races that 
we present to 
you, o King, 








from the angels 
fire and from 
the devils liquid 
and from 
earth: human 
who has no 

































chapter 27 of 
B&I 
(chapter 15)
earth. race.         which they 
keep in the 
hope and 
expectation of 
               the 
world to 
come; 
(15.4-6) so that 
on this account 




they do not bear 
false witness 
they do not 
deny a deposit, 
nor covert what 
is not theirs: 
they honour 
father and 
mother; they do 
good to those 
who are their 
neighbours, and 
when they are 
judges they 
judge uprightly; 
and they do not 
worship idols in 
the form of 
man; and
whatever they 
do not wish that 
others should 
do to them, 
they do not 
practise 
towards any 

























          ὅσα οὐ 
θέλουσιν 




















τους εχθρους ευ 
ποιησαι 




                


















one, and they 
do not eat of 
the meats of 
idol sacrifices, 





and make them 
their         
friends; 
and they do 
good to their       
enemies:    
and their wives, 
O king, are 










and from all 
impurity, 
in the hope of
the recompense  
that is to come
















             




















        αλλα και 
δουλους η 
παιδισκας εαν 

































their children if 
any of them 




for the love that 
they have 
towards them; 
and when they 
have become 
so, they call 
them without 
distinction 
brethren:      




and they walk 
in all humility 
and kindness, 
and falsehood 
is found among 
them, and they 
love one 
another:    and 
from the     
widows they do 
not turn away 
their 
countenance: 
and they rescue 
the orphan  





















chapter 27 of 
B&I 
(chapter 15)





ειδωσιν υπο την 
ιδιαν 
στεγην 
εις αγουσιν         
και χαιρουσιν 














ειδωσιν        







εντας δε η 
φυλακισθεν τας 
εαν ακουσωσιν 
he who has 
gives to him       
who has not,       
without           
grudging; and 
when they see 
the stranger       






over a true 
brother; for 
they do not call
brothers those 
who are after 
the flesh, 
but those who 
are in the spirit 
and in God: 
(15.7-8)
but when one of 
their poor 
passes away 
from the world, 
and any of them 
sees him, then 
he provides for 
his burial 
according to his 
ability; 
and if they hear 

















































ει δε τις 
δουλος εστιν η 
πενης
νηστευουσιν 
ηµερας β η και 
γ
















the name of 
their Messiah,
all of them 
provide for his 
needs, and if it 
is possible that 
he may be 
delivered, they 
deliver him.
And if there is 
among them a 
man that is poor 
or 
needy, and they 
have not an 
abundance
of necessaries, 
they fast  
two or three 
days that they 










      























ζωντες και ως 







           εν παντι 
βροτω και 
ποτω και τοις 
λοιποις 
αγαθοις
(15.9) εαν δε 
και





















soberly, as the 
Lord their God 
commanded 
them: every 
morning and at 
all hours on 




praise and laud 
Him: and over 
their food and 
over their drink 
they render 
Him thanks.     
(15.9) And if 
any righteous 
person of their 
number passes 
away from the 
world they 
rejoice and give 
thanks to God, 
and 
they follow his 
body, as if he 
were moving 
from one place 
to another: and 
when a child 














           ἐν παντὶ 
βρώµατι καὶ 






















τω θω εαν δε 




             οτι 
αναµαρτητο 








αυτου  ταυτα 
ουν 




one of them, 
they praise        
God, and if 
again it chance 
to die in its 
infancy,  
they praise God 
mightily, as for 




And if again 
they see that 
one of their 
number 
has died in his
iniquity or in 
his sins, over 
this one they 
weep bitterly 
and sigh, as 
over one who is 
about to go to 
punishment: 
such is the 
ordinance of 
the law of the 
Christians, O 
king, and such 
   their conduct.
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